Items on Autonomy, minority issues and Trianon

Edited by Sandor Balogh, Ph. D.,

Prof Emeritus

Contents of disk:

Autonomy and the New World Order


   2


Bibliography




154


Appendix




159

Copenhagen Document



161

Lund Recommendation



177

The Goss Report




193

Appendix to the G. R.



198

Interview with Gross



200

Reply to Dietz and Stroschein



203

Vatican on Minority Rights



213

Europe’s Autonomy Solution



216

Federal Union of European Nationalities

220

Plan for settlement of Transnistrian Conflict

235

Intrastate Conflicts




245

Nuncio in minority issues



246

Prof. M. Samu on Selfdetermination


248

Sanctity of Borders under fire



258

Memorandum on Rumania’s Admission to Nato
259

The South Slav Quaestion



276

50,000 Hungatrian Martyrs



299

Transylvania: Balkan or Europe?


308

Institutum Pro Hominis Juribus (English)

321


“
       “

“ (Hungarian)

339

Idoszeru-e Trianonrol Beszelni?


347

Beszed Zebegenyben 2001 jun. 4-en


349



Gross Report (Hungarian)



351

Kozlemeny – Meghivo



355

Szomszedaink a merlegen – szerb ortodoxia

358
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Nothing ... is more likely to disturb the peace of the world than the treatment which might in certain circumstances be meted out to minorities...* 

BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE (printed on cover flop or on back cover)

The author has experienced a major conflict of cultures as he grew up in Communist Hungary, Hungary being part of Western Christian civilization, while Communism was the ruling ideology in Orthodox Russia. He had an opportunity to re-live and analyze this conflict scientifically when he did his research for his Doctoral Dissertation and developed his thesis about the importance of political culture. The author bases the following analysis and recommendation on his personal experience and his studies as a political scientist.

Hungary has traditionally been a historic crossroads between East and West, North and South, and between North-West and South East and at the edge of conflicting religious and political cultures, including Muslim and Christian, and more recently, Western and Orthodox Christian religious cultures. Hungary has also been at the dividing line between democracies and oriental despotism, two very different, in fact, opposed political cultures.

 This clash of cultures effected him personally when he was imprisoned for his Christian views under the atheistic Communist regime from 1952 to 1955. After the Revolution of 1956 he escaped Hungary and took refuge in the USA as a freedom fighter. In the US he obtained a Ph.D. in Political Science from New York University, and was a college professor until his retirement a few years ago. He wrote his dissertation on the cultural differences and patterns in the communist countries of Central Europe, with a focus on the Hungarian Revolution of 1956. 

In his private life he has been active in attempting to improve the human rights situation of his oppressed compatriots in the countries surrounding Hungary, and participated in several meetings of the Council for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) as a Non Governmental Organization (NGO) representative. Therefore  he is quite familiar with both the issues involved and possible remedies. 

It should also be noted the issues involved are quite emotional on both sides. Although the author has considerable personal and professional interest in the region, the following essay will examine the causes and possible cures for this illness in as dispassioned and professional manner as it is possible under the circumstances and will attempt to be as objective a political scientist, emphasizing scientist should be. The reason that Hungary and problems affecting Hungarians is discussed more in the book  than any other minority group is due to the facts that on the one hand, the author is more familiar with this situation, and on the other, the case of the Hungarian minorities could (and should) serve as a textbook example of how minorities are created in the political process, how treaties aimed to protect minorities have failed to do so, how peaceful and productive minorities are persecuted just for being different, how ineffective the international community is in protecting minorities, how the current system invites use of violence and terror in order to get attention, and finally, how important it is to put the minority issue and effective minority protections  on the agenda of international forums and the United Nations.
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THANKS...  to several people for the idea and assistance in preparing this book. First, it was Magyarodi Szabolcs who first suggested that I write an essay on Autonomy, and he supplied the initial resources that he had accumulated. Next, thanks to my wife, who has put up with my working often until after midnight on this project. Also thanks to Laszlo Pasztor who have read and commented on some of the early versions, and supplied some current reports and news articles. Last but not least, thanks to Gertrud, the HVCC Interlibrary Loan librarian who had patiently obtained books and articles that I have requested to give adequate and up-to-date documentation. 

APOLOGIES, first, for writing a book when I was asked to write only an essay. Second, as several parts have been up-dated as additional material came to my attention, perhaps the unity of the book is not as smooth as I would have liked. If some ideas are repeated, sometimes it is deliberate for emphasis, or to make sure that the reader remembers some important points. At other times, it is inexcusable sloppiness, except, that I had to finally finish the project because Szabolcs was ready to publish it.  The current version is about the sixth “final draft,”  and about twenty pages longer than the fifth which is another 40 pages longer than  first final draft that I was not going to change, until I got some new information from Gertrud, Laszlo, or some other friend. But now this is it! When one writes about living histroy, the story will never end, and in this case, the story will not end until every minority on Earth lives under democratic governance that will eliminate all minority problems.

AND HOPES, that the project will promote understanding, improved minority relations, and both regional peace in Central Europe and global peace on our planet Earth.

I respectfully DEDICATE this  work to the millions who have suffered or are still suffering under oppression as minorities.





INTRODUCTION
There are two reasons for writing this book. The first is practical and political, the other is theoretical and political. The practical reason is the attempt to promote peace that is punctuated with violent local skirmishes in various trouble spots in the world in an effort to realize the noble goal of national self-determination. The theoretical is to clarify the concept of and the reasons for “self-determination,” Finally, the political reasons are (a) to take the discussion outside the legal profession and introduce practical and theoretical considerations, and (b) to argue that it is time for the governments comprising the United Nations to step in, define self-determination, and establish a new mechanism for the 21st Century that can facilitate peacefully the right to self-determination.

Of the several dozen trouble spots three of the most critical at this writing in the late 1990’s are Bosnia and Kosovo, two provinces of the former Yugoslavia, Israel in the Middle East, and the Congo, the former Dutch colony. 

Bosnia is a small country that few people outside Central Europe heard of until the assassination of Austrian Crown Prince Ferdinand in Sarajevo, Bosnia’s capital, in 1914. It has received attention again since ethnic violence erupted there just a few years ago.

Medieval Bosnia was nominally a banat (client state) of Hungary, but by the 13th century it enjoyed autonomy under its rulers, the bans. The Ottoman Turks conquered the area in 1463. As Turkish power waned in the 19th century Bosnia's Muslim nobility repeatedly rebelled against the sultan; a general revolt in 1875-76 was supported by Serbia, which claimed Bosnia and Herzegovina as part of its territory. After the revolt had been quelled, the Congress of Berlin (1878) allowed Austria-Hungary to occupy the two provinces, which remained nominally part of the Ottoman Empire. Austria-Hungary's outright annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908 further increased tensions with Serbia, and the Bosnian Serbs agitated against Austrian rule. In June 1914, Gavrilo Princip, a Bosnian Serb, assassinated the Austrian archduke FRANZ FERDINAND in Sarajevo. The resulting conflict between Serbia and Austria-Hungary quickly escalated into World War I. Thus, while Bosnia is a distinct region and Bosnians are a distinct ethnic group, Bosnia had never enjoyed independence with her own sovereign government until the recent break-up of the artificial state of Yugoslavia. 

Kosovo is also a province of the former Yugoslavia and now Serbia. Kosovo, having some 90 per cent Albanian population, once was an autonomous province, but its autonomy was withdrawn several years ago by the Serbian dominated government of Yugoslavia. Kosovo remained in the romp-Yugoslavia, and legally is part of Serbia.

Israel, now incorporating the former Palestine, is also a major trouble spot, due to the conflicting claims of the Arab and Jewish population of the area. 

Finally, the multi-ethnic Congo is a former colony of France, and later of Belgium. It has been  independent since 1960, but had been involved in almost constant turmoil, including secession of Katanga in 1961, which had been condemned by the UN, and several bloody inter-ethnic conflicts. The Congo question is still far from being settled at this writing.

The conflicts in both Israel and Bosnia are frustrating, because all of the traditional means of diplomacy, including threat of force, or when diplomacy fails, even actual use of force fails to achieve peaceful coexistence of the different ethnic and religious groups within one community or even one state. Much has been said and written about Israel, while Bosnia is interesting only to specialists in foreign affairs, or to those who hail from that part of the world, and to the families of those soldiers who are there, exposed to daily danger, to maintain the fragile peace. 

The tragedy behind the Bosnian conflict is that, just like in Israel, on the one hand there are conflicting ethnic and/or cultural/religious communities involved, and on the other hand one side uses a territorial argument, the other has human rights grievances, so there is little common ground for a solution and neither side is able and willing to compromise. I believe that as far as the diagnosis is concerned, the Middle East situation and the Balkan conflict have important similarities. As for the prescription, there might be different factors that make the recommendation for one conflict unworkable in the other, yet, the principles of a possible solution must be the same not only in these two conflicts, but in most of them where ethnicity plays a role.

Unfortunately, Bosnia is not alone in that part of the world that include peoples with conflicting religious and cultural traditions. Except for Hungary and Albania, the other countries of Central Europe all contain sizable minorities who belong to different ethnic groups and/or religions. It is only a matter of time before the conflict in some of these countries also erupt into violence, if no precaution is taken. Even without violence, however, the conflict absorbs and diverts precious national resources from economic and cultural development that would improve the lot of both the majority and the minorities.

There is a growing concern, arguing from the humanitarian side, for urgent official action to end the violence and bloodshed. An essay of two scholars, associated with the Brookings Institute, was published in the recent issue of FOREIGN AFFAIRS on the world refugee problem and claim a total of over twenty million people are refugees within their own country, due to “armed conflict, internal strife, and systematic violations of human rights, ... constituting the newest global crisis.”
 Their conclusion is that 

(U)nless accompanied by steps to address the causes of crisis, military solutions are only temporary. Humanitarian assistance alone can prolong conflicts. Conflict and internal displacement can be resolved only through a broader commitment to the peaceful management and mediation of disputes....

Conflicts that are allowed to fester can produce mass displacement and leave political and economic scars that damage the economic well-being and political security of neighboring states, regions, and the international system as a whole. The world community cannot let this newest challenge go unchecked.

This situation that Cohen and Deng call a “global crisis” is caused by ethnic, religious or cultural divisions and conflicts within countries, and the lack of effective means and international rules to allow diverse groups a sufficient degree of independence and self-determination in their linguistic, cultural, or religious matters. 

We might point out here that modern political science is discovering that political culture is often more important than economic factors. It becomes more and more obvious that for many people ideas are more important than economic or material factors, or even a full stomach. The terrorists forego a quiet job and peaceful home-life for the dangerous mission to advance the cause and the  perceived interest of their nation or religion.

Therefore the thesis of this book is that peace and order suffers, and even world peace might be  endangered when political, territorial, economic and perhaps other considerations are given preference over and at the expense of ethnic, linguistic and cultural, especially religious factors. History shows that both creating countries with culturally diverse population like the ones already mentioned, and dividing ethnic groups, like Germans, Koreans, Vietnamese, to mention only a few examples, into separate states under different political and ideological systems, lead to conflict and even wars. The folly of both methods has been proven repeatedly by modern history.

This global crisis does not even include the sufferings of tens of millions of people who are either too week or too meek to start armed rebellion and quietly suffer the most insidious economic discrimination, attacks on their culture and their values, and often even on their physical person and may even be  threatened with biological elimination.

The second reason is that while all this domestic violence has been taking place, the concept of self-determination has ripened for consideration by the United Nations. Although Hurst Hannum, in his monumental and ground breaking work on autonomy complained in 1990 that “(S)overeignty, self-determination, and human rights .... are terms of international law, although to date international lawyers have expressed little interest in analyzing them ...”
 the situation was not that bleak even then. But, probably due to the volume of violence caused by internal strife since the break up of the Soviet Union, there seems to have been an explosion of essays written on the subject. On 1997 Ved P. Nanda, one of the foremost experts in the world on international law, was able to list some twenty four major works in the footnote to substantiate the claim that “(t)he literature of self-determination is vast.”
 But even this list is just the tip of the iceberg. The literature on self-determination is so vast that it is practically impossible to utilize it fully for a project like this one. But the general tone of the books and articles is that the time has come for an official and authoritative definition of the concept and the standards, and for the creation of an effective machinery for the peaceful implementation of this right. 

While humanitarian groups are busy helping the millions of victims of internal violence, and  international lawyers and other experts have been honing the concept of self-determination, the United Nations miserably fails in her responsibility to outlaw and effectively prevent “future Kosovos, “ wholesale human rights violations by governments that should provide protection to its minorities. The UN seems to focus on using military threat to prevent violence, instead of taking bold and decisive action to nip ethnic violence in the bud by setting up an effective mechanism to provide for minority rights.

 Therefore the conclusion of this book will be an urgent appeal to the leaders of governments to bring the matter of self-determination, both internal and external, before the UN General Assembly and pass a resolution that will effectively solve the problem and establishes a peaceful mechanism to provide for the implementation of the by now internationally recognized right to self-determination. It will be suggested that the key to world peace is in the hands of the United Nations in not only permitting or even mandating autonomy and/or secession when warranted, but also guaranteeing that granting autonomy would not lead to secession, if the autonomy is granted and protected in good faith and leads to democracy. This would satisfy the minorities on the one hand, and should allay the fears of the majority population by providing higher requirements for secession than for autonomy.

The author believes that the best way to proceed in our study is by borrowing the methodology from medicine. For the best treatment the doctor needs a family history to establish the role of possible genetic and environmental or cultural factors, then proceeds with the examination and diagnosis, followed by the prescription, and finally, a treatment plan, choosing the best one from several alternatives, taking into consideration possible harmful side-effects. The prognosis depends on so many factors that it will not even be attempted at this point. 

To follow this plan, it is felt by the author that of the several approaches, political science is the most appropriate. Hannum explains that international lawyers “have been content to leave the technical definitions (of self-determination)  to the pens of academics and their political implications to politicians.”
 Thus, the present work is an attempt, using the political science approach, to create a bridge tying the work of these three groups together and facilitate finding a solution within a legal framework that follows the definitions of academicians, motivates  the politicians, and satisfies the human rights advocates.

First I shall discuss the symptoms in some multi-disciplinary  detail, using some concepts and conclusions from sociology, anthropology, and state of the art political science to show where we are coming from and where are we headed. 

It should be noted that scientific disciples, like almost everything in life, undergo certain evolution, and what may have been modern concept or theory some fifty years ago, is outdated at the turn of the new millennium. Some of the most important such changes include the development of the concept of human rights from the rights of the individual to collective rights and the right of self-determination, and of national sovereignty, the basis of international politics. The modern concept of human rights is accepted more and more even by politicians--or at least the legislative branch of the U.S.

Hurst Hannum wrote that “human rights norms are widely accepted and give legitimacy to U.S. and UN actions.... U.S. law requires them to be a primary concern of U.S. foreign policy.” The establishment of the  famous MFN, the Most Favored Nation category, for example, explicitly discriminates among countries based mainly on their human rights record. 
 This was not the case a few decades ago! 
 But MFN in itself is not sufficient, because many governments would rather forego the advantages of being an MFN country that improve its human rights policy. The former Rumanian dictator Ceausescu openly refused even to apply for MFN status when it was made clear that in order to receive it his government would have to improve its human rights policies and  practices.

This is one reason while international lawyers might feel uncomfortable to get into the debate, because when boundaries and territory were the dominant factors, it was easy to pass laws and protect territories. Also, when the emphasis was on economic factors, experts could easily assess damages. But when it comes to religious freedom or cultural rights, it is not easy to draw legal boundaries. Ideally the conflict should be solved with social means. But it seems that social means are inadequate for ethnic conflicts, as we are finding it out even here in the United States. So international lawyers are more and more willing to jump into unknown waters and chart a course for the peaceful resolution of ethnic conflicts through legal means, including coercion. The direction of evolution is clearly in this direction.

In the following there will be much discussion of ethnic groups and nationalism.
 Therefore, we should be aware of an important distinction made by His Holiness Pope Pius XI, between two kinds of nationalism. After explaining that “nations were made by God,” he stated that “there is ... room for fair and moderate nationalism, which is the breeding ground of many virtues, but beware of exaggerated nationalism as of a veritable curse.”
 It would be unfair to characterize the minorities as always standing for fair and moderate nationalism and the majorities as always representing exaggerated nationalism, but there would be much less conflict and violence in the world today, if both the majorities and in some cases even the minorities have shown more moderation. The majority regimes' and populations' policy of “ethnic cleansing” and “forced assimilation” along with the radical demands of small groups of ultra-nationalists like the French-Canadian terrorists, are examples of  exaggerated nationalism endangering or even destroying moderate nationalism.

The focus of the argument will be on the minority issues in non-colonial countries, especially in East Central Europe and the Carpathian Basin where many countries also have sizable ethnic, cultural or religious minorities.

I. FROM THE MELTING POT TO THE CULTURAL FAULT-LINE
Politicians were enamored with the seeming success of the American Melting Pot theory without realizing that the American experiment has taken place in a much more open, liberal context, and even then, in reality it has worked much less successfully than some believe. 

Assimilation, Accommodation, and the Balkan Model?
According to sociologist Rodney Stark,

(F)or a long time, people believed that intergroup conflicts in North America would be resolved through assimilation. As time passed, a given ethnic group would surrender its distinctive cultural features and disappear into the dominant American or Canadian culture. At that point, people would no longer think of themselves as ethnic, nor would others continue to do so.

Today many once formidable intergroup conflicts have been resolved in North America.... The important point is that conflict vanished without the disappearance of noticeable differences; conflict ended because the differences became unimportant. Such conflict resolutions are called accommodation, not assimilation. The growth of mutual interest between conflicting groups  enables them to emphasize similarities and de-emphasize differences. 

When intergroup conflict ends through accommodation, the result is ethnic or cultural pluralism--the existence of diverse cultures within the same society....

Obviously, accommodation and assimilation are not the inevitable outcomes of intergroup conflict. Conflict has sometimes been extermination of the weaker group, as has happened with the Jews in Nazi Germany, (or) Catholics in Elizabethan England, .... Intergroup conflicts have also led to expulsion of the weaker group.

In the American Experience ethnic groups have learned a new form of relationship: accommodation, a peaceful midway solution between conflict and assimilation. Accommodation requires a degree of detachment from your own culture, a great degree of tolerance, and opportunity to progress economically and the free choice to either maintain your own culture or assimilate into your neighborhood. Sociologists have replaced decades ago the melting pot concept with the mosaic image of ethnic relations: many small ethnic communities live side by side with other ethnic communities and with larger, homogeneous and assimilated areas creating beautiful, colorful tapestry. Within the dominant American culture one finds the various ethnic subcultures, like the Irish, Italian, Jewish, Hungarian, Polish, etc. Scores of cities in America and Canada have yearly Festivals with the various ethnic groups, dressed  in their traditional folk-costumes, present their folk dances and songs and serve delicious ethnic food.

On the other hand, as will be shown, such accommodation is impossible in some multi-cultural countries and ethnic relations are in a constant state of conflict. Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia, in their seventy years of history following World War One failed to provide the conditions for peaceful accommodation and the free development of ethnic subcultures. Minorities had to fight off efforts to either forcefully assimilate them or expel them. In extreme cases, not only in Serbia and Bosnia and in other Central European countries but in other ethnically and/or culturally heterogeneous areas like the Middle East or some African countries the conflict often deteriorated into ethnic cleansing which is a combination of extermination and expulsion, or cases of intolerance, aggression and even acts of terror against members or installations of the other group. Even the United States has experienced conflict between ethnically different communities and discrimination against or even persecution of minorities.
At the time the foundations of modern American foreign policy were developed, most Americans still believed in the melting pot approach, assuming that you can just throw people with different cultures together, and when enough heat is generated, they will melt into a great, amorphous society. 

It is on this basis that the question of autonomy was perceived by many Americans, including the Chairman of  The Subcommittee on Territorial Problems of the Advisory Committee on Post-War Foreign Policy within the State Department. According to the secret minutes of the Subcommittee’s February 12, 1943 meeting the topic under discussion was granting autonomy to minorities as opposed to changing the borders. During the discussion

(T)he chairman considered that the subcommittee should examine very closely the word autonomy. It raised the question of invasion of national sovereignty and the whole minority problem. He pointed out that such autonomy would be comparable to an international guarantees (sic) for the minority rights of French Canadians in New England. Any such international political action would be highly resented in the American melting-pot. 

Thus, Mr. Isaiah Bowman, presiding officer of the Subcommittee, equated the situation of French Canadians in the United States with that of Hungarians or Germans in Rumania, Czechoslovakia or Yugoslavia, and seems to assume that the fate of all minorities, including the French Canadians, should be the same: disappear in a melting pot. The chairman was answered by one of the subcommittee members, Mr. Philip Mosley, who

pointed out that the French Canadians had their own church schools, and could elect local officials from their number, as in some towns in New England. The Szekely would be content with comparable advantages and with the absence of discrimination against them in the national fiscal policy. The Szekely had actually had autonomy for a very long period...

Mr. Pasvolsky noted that this suggestion raised the question of the part to be played by the state in the maintenance of the schools.... Mr. Mosley explained that in Transylvania much support for the schools came through the church. Mr. Cannon pointed out that education in Europe  was not a mere matter of teaching people to be literate but also a question of political activity. He knew of many cases where a dozen or so families have been planted in certain localities in order that they might claim after a few years that a school for them should be established in that town. In Transylvania the church has been used to promote nationalism....

...Mr. (Melvin M.)Knight declared that he would like to support Mr. Mosley’s suggestion. He did not think that there was a complete parallel between the situation in Massachusetts and in Transylvania. In Massachusetts the French Canadians had come of their own will to a country whose laws they could learn before they arrived. In Transylvania, on the other hand, the Szekelys had been there before the formation of the Rumanian state and the latter had been imposed over their heads. This seemed to him to justify some degree of autonomy for the Szekely.

The subcommittee chairman did what chairmen do in trouble: formed a sub-sub committee on Transylvania and appointed the three complaining members, Messrs. Mosely, Cannon and Knight to the sub-sub committee. It should be noted that while these gentlemen did react to the chairman’s suggestion to extend the melting pot concept, none of them had objected to the melting pot concept on the basis that there is a conflict between human rights and the government creating a melting pot. Nor did they point out that the French Canadians do not need international guarantees because the U.S. constitution effectively protects their human and minority rights. If the Rumanian or Slovak constitutions gave similar, effective protection, there would be no need to worry about autonomy or border changes.

Unfortunately, in the final treaties between Hungary and her neighbors neither border changes nor effective constitutional protection with or without minority autonomy was included, and the government sponsored melting pot concept had prevailed.

One reason why the minority issue is making such a slow progress is that the melting pot concept still seems to be alive and well in some important circles. In January 1990, after the ousting of the Ceausescu regime, representatives of the National Federation of American Hungarians (NFAH) had visited the U.S. Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe and had an opportunity to talk to Judy Ingram, a staff member of the Commission. She seemed very friendly until some of the visitors had suggested the need for positive rehabilitation of the Hungarian community by restoring the ethnic composition of certain areas and returning some Hungarians who had been forcefully moved to Rumanian regions. This suggestion was made to correct a situation that the Commission’s own report had cited, namely, that Hungarians had been replaced, as the result of official Rumanian policy (among others, the offering  of 15,000 lei and guaranteed housing to Rumanians moving to Hungarian dominated communities), with Rumanians to break up Hungarian communities, and at the same time Hungarians were assigned, or even forced to move into purely Rumanian communities where they were harassed and discriminated against.
 

Ms. Ingram’s attitude suddenly turned hostile, claiming that the proposal to restore homogeneous ethnic communities was contrary to the policy and practice in the United States and should not be pursued in Rumania. She claimed that the goal of US affirmative action policies was to create “heterogeneous communities.”
 This sounds as a desperate effort to keep the idea of melting pot alive into the 1990’s. In response to the written complaint by the Chairman of the National Federation of American Hungarians, about Ms. Ingram’s insensitivity to the plight of ethnic Hungarians and seeming support of a melting pot type solution, Senator DeConcini attempted to minimize Ms. Ingram’s efforts by suggesting that “I believe that Ms. Ingram tried to point up some of the difficulties inherent in the ‘positive rehabilitation’ plan you are developing.”
 But in reality she had completely rejected the proposal for positive rehabilitation, without ever considering how the admitted difficulties could be overcome. 

This shows that even those whose job is to protect the rights of minorities in the spirit of the Helsinki process, at least subconsciously, still believe in the melting pot theory and apply it to situations where it is completely inappropriate. Also, while the American CSCE group criticized the forced relocation of Hungarians,  it did not effectively oppose the de facto melting pot effect of these re-locations. This produces split results: while our rhetoric is pro-minority right, our efforts seem to be pro-melting pot.

This belief in the melting pot approach applies not only to the Americans. European and Soviet policy makers made the same mistake. Ethnicity is one of the strongest bonds in any society. Even in spite of the famous Marxist slogan, Proletarians of the world, unite! the proletarians of the world failed to unite because ethnicity has proved stronger than class affiliation or pure materialistic or economic considerations.

The French and the British had their multi-cultural empires that were governed with guns and bayonets, gun-ships and the famous Foreign Legion. Yet, none of them could produce a homogeneous society under the French or British rule. The colonial empires collapsed as soon as the colonial force was removed. In Russia, following in the footsteps of absolutist Tsarist Russian imperialism, the Communists continued to maintain with force and terror this great multi-cultural empire under the name of Soviet Union, in the name of Proletarian Internationalism until it broke up as soon as the Communist terror was over and was not replaced by Tsarist terror to hold it together. The same applies to Yugoslavia, which broke up as soon as Tito’s iron hand was removed by death. The makers of foreign policy did not show any sensitivity or appreciation for ethnic and cultural traditions of peoples. Thus, the melting pot had failed not only in the United States but world-wide, and it is time to publicly renounce it!

To classify relationships between culturally diverse populations I propose seven categories or models  of ethnic and cultural relations: 

1. The melting pot model is an ideal that has seldom if ever worked with larger groups and minorities that had their own communities. According to this model ethnic and cultural differences will freely and naturally disappear and the result will be a homogeneous society. It may have worked in the distant past, before ethnic consciousness became as strong, and even then it might have taken centuries. It may also work with individuals who are completely outside or on the fringes of their ethnic group and are easier to assimilate, but will fail with others who have stronger affiliation with their ethnic group, or when people’s culture is under attack. A siege mentality seems to strengthen the cohesion of any out-group.

2. The more realistic American model is a  pluralistic, mosaic like society where the different ethnic groups accommodate each other, and the diverse cultures are allowed to coexist (e.g. U.S.), or multi-culturalism is even promoted (e.g. Canada).

3. Regional autonomy also known as the Swiss model where the different cultures are geographically separated and exercise regional autonomy, and the regions coexist as equals in a federal relationship.

4. Shared autonomy where major ethnic groups within a region share political power according to a set constitutional schedule. 
5. Personal autonomy where minority  individuals are constitutionally guaranteed a degree of cultural autonomy.

6. The apartheid model, where races are kept apart by law and social policy, producing segregation and discrimination.

7. The Balkan model, where minorities are forcefully assimilated, expelled, or even annihilated, like in Bosnia. Unfortunately, this is not restricted to the Balkan. There are several countries and regions of the world where this is the dominant form of relationship.

A New Switzerland ... or the Old Balkan in Slovakia?
It seems that after World War I the Allied and Associated Powers expected that the new, artificially created or enlarged countries will become so many small melting pots, and the nationality problem that they had used as an excuse to break up the multi-national Austro-Hungarian empire will resolve itself. Or, at least they had hoped that these countries will develop into peaceful pluralistic societies like the United States or Switzerland. They were wrong, however. They did not even developed according to the Swiss model that Dr. Benes presented in Paris on May 20th, 1919, in the name of the yet to be created Czechoslovak Government:

The Czechoslovak Government intends to organise its State by taking as the bases of the rights of the nationalities the principles applied in the constitution of the Swiss Republic, that is to say, the Government designs to make the Czechoslovak Republic a sort of Switzerland....

Needless to say, that Czechoslovakia never became a second Switzerland, and Slovakia’s current leadership is working hard to become a new successor or Ceausescu’s fascist Rumania. Benes had changed his tune as soon as the Peace Conference closed. In less then three decades after his pledge to create a new Switzerland  in Central Europe he has traveled from the Switzerland plan to the expulsion of all minorities. 

When the Second World War ended, the ancient city of Kassa became the temporary seat of the Czechoslovak government. President Benes soon issued a declaration that Czechoslovakia was to be exclusively the native land of the Czechs and Slovaks. This statement was followed up by systematic expulsion of the Hungarians and the Sudeten Germans. At that time there were living in Southern Slovakia, in abroad border zone that formerly had been part of Hungary, some 650,000 Hungarians The government in Kassa now decided to Slovakize  some 200,000 of them. About 100,000 of them were to be exchanged for Slovaks who had hitherto lived in central Hungary, and the remaining 400,000 were to be scattered throughout all of Czechoslovakia in order to promote their assimilation.

First, the Hungarians were stripped of their citizenship. There followed the dismissal of all Hungarians from central and all municipal civil service jobs. Their salaries were cut off, their businesses expropriated without any compensation. Henceforth they were not allowed to work in industry and commerce. They had to turn their houses and other properties over to Slovak Partisans. All Hungarian elementary and intermediate schools were closed. A decree prohibited the giving of religious instruction in Hungarian language.... No Hungarian newspapers and books could be printed. Many Hungarian priests were expelled...Only those who were prepared to deny or renounce their Hungarian background and accepted “Slovakization” could count on forbearance.

In the summer  of 1945 the Czechoslovak government requested the great powers at Potsdam to approve the plans for resettlement. The conference approved the resettlement of the Sudeten Germans but not of the Hungarians. Nevertheless, shortly afterward some 20,000 of them were expelled.

Cardinal Mindszenty as the Primate of Hungary had  issued a pastoral letter on April 27, 1947, to ask Hungarian Catholics to aid the 20,000 refugees who were expelled from Czechoslovakia into Hungary consequent to the signing and ratification of the population transfer between Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and has asked prayers for the almost 100,000 Sudeten Germans expatriated from Czechoslovakia into Germany.

After the expulsion of these Germans and Hungarians, those that remained were exposed to constant harassment, discrimination, forced assimilation and even persecution. After Czechoslovakia broke up, the situation became even worse under the Slovak regime. 

US Senator Alfonse D’Amato, in his official capacity as Chairman of the US Helsinki Commission (Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, CSCE), delivered on April 22, 1997 a detailed statement on the floor of the US Senate about the human rights situation in Slovakia, long after the conclusion of the bi-lateral treaty with Hungary on minorities that was supposed to protect the Hungarian minority. Senator D’Amato contrasts the treatment of Hungarians and the Roma (Gypsies) in Slovakia: 

While Hungarians suffer from a more direct form of government intolerance, other ethnic groups suffer more indirectly. Put another way, it is not so much government action that threatens Romani communities in Slovakia, it is government inaction.

In the case of Hungarians, however, according to Senator D’Amato, 

(T)he Slovak Government continues to pursue a minorities policy that would be laughable if it were not so wrong and harmful. This policy has included everything from banning the playing of non-Slovak national anthems last year to the more recent decision to bar the issuance of report cards in Hungarian language, reversing long standing practices. Such petty gestures are beneath the dignity of the Slovak people, whose heritage has survived more than a thousand years of foreign--and often markedly repressive--rule. The Slovak language and culture, now protected in an independent Slovakia, are not so weak that it can flourish only at the expense of others.

Looking at it superficially, the Senator is correct. Such behavior is childish and does not seem to advance Slovakian interests at all! But in the context of the oppressive policies of Slovakia, this symbolic gesture is a stage in their policy of ethnic cleansing to create a Slovakia for the Slovaks only!  They want to make life for Hungarians so miserable, that eventually they will want to escape from the land their ancestors lived on for centuries. According to the chauvinistic leaders of Slovakia, there is nor room for Hungarians in a land that was part of Hungary for over a thousand years, and where the Hungarians were the first to create sovereign government. By the way, Senator D’Amato adds a touch of irony pointing out that Hungarians permitted the Slovak language to survive and flourish for a thousand years under Hungarian rule and now the Slovaks want to eliminate Hungarian in one generation. If the Hungarians were as repressive as the Slovaks claim, or as the Slovaks himself are, there would be no Slovak language and Slovak ethnicity today!

Observing the trends concerning the treatment of minorities in Rumania and in Kosovo, Serbia, the Senator is not too optimistic about Slovakia’s minority policies: “(A)ccordingly, these seemingly small restrictions on the Hungarian minority in Slovakia may very well be the harbinger of more repressive tactics ahead” the treaty with the Hungarian government notwithstanding. But this is not all! The Senator continues: 

With this is mind, the failure of the Slovak parliament to adopt a comprehensive language law, and the recommendation of the Ministry of Culture that such a law is not even necessary, defy common sense. Current laws on minority-language use in Slovakia do not provide adequate or satisfactory guidance regarding the use of Hungarian for official purposes, as the recent report-card flap shows. Much harm can be done until a minority language law is passed based on a genuine accommodation between the majority and minority communities.

Finally, recent reductions in government-provided subsidies have had a disproportional negative effect on the Hungaraian communityHungarian community. The Slovak government Hungarian community. The Slovak Government’s defense, that all ethnic groups have been equally disadvantages by these cutbacks in unpersuasive in light of the Culture Minister Hudec’s stated intent to “revive” Slovak culture in ethnically mixed areas and to make cultural subsidies reflect that goal.

In light of these and other human rights violation, D’Amato issues a stern warning to Prime Minister Meciar: 

It is time and past time for Prime Minister Meciar to use his moral authority and political leadership to set Slovakia on the right course. He must make clear, once and for all, that Jan Slota--who also called the Hungarian minority “barbarian Asiatic hordes”-- is not his spokesman, and that the Slovak National Party’s unreconstructed fascists do not represent the majority of the people of Slovakia.

Unfortunately, in this last point the Senator is wrong. It does seem that Meciar’s National Party is an unreconstructed fascist party, but unfortunately, it does represent the mentality of the Slovak majority, because the majority has been brainwashed into a fascist state of mind, so much so, that if the West will not stop making an issue of human rights and if Slovakia is refused an invitation to join NATO, they might turn to their Slav brothers in Russia, (as detailed elsewhere in this essay) knowing that the Russians will receive them with open arms, since they could not care less how the Slovaks would treat their non-Slavic minorities. 

After explaining how the Slovak government responds to criticism by blaming somebody else, the Senator ends his statement on a negative tone:

the leadership of the Helsinki Commission [which was chaired by Senator D’Amato; S.B.] ... have raised our concern about developments in Slovakia with Slovak officials on a number of occasion. Unfortunately, all we hear from the Slovak leadership is one excuse after another, and all we see is a search for one scapegoat  after another: it is the Hungarians, it is the Czechs, it’s the Ukrainian Mafia, it’s the hostile international community seeking to destroy Slovakia’s good name, it’s the public relations problem abroad, not real problems back home--in short, there is always somebody to blame besides those who are, in fact, running the country

... I make this statement today in the hope that the leadership in Bratislava will start to make real reforms, like their colleagues in Romania, and begin to restore the promising future that the people of Slovakia deserve. Their present policies are leading down a path of international isolation, increasing criticism, and economic deprivation for their people.

But again, the Senator is wrong! The Slovaks are not interested in economic well-being as long as there are unassimilated Hungarians in their country! No carrot or stick policy works where bigotry is so deep in the people’s heart as it is in the three  Central European countries, Slovakia, Rumania and Serbia.

As expected, Slovakia’s Foreign Ministry, through the Slovak Ambassador to the United States has responded to Senator D’Amato’s April speech given on the Senate floor. But the response did not satisfy the Senator, who officially acknowledged the response in the Commission’s June 20, 1997 letter to the Slovak ambassador. The letter points out that although the Ministry’s

statement rightly draws attention to a number of positive aspects of the Slovak record, including your government’s legislation on the restitution of Jewish communal property and efforts to prosecute effectively the murderers of Mario Goral. On many other points, however, we remain unpersuaded by the Ministry’s efforts to reassure us that democratic reform is on track in Slovakia. In fact, we remain profoundly troubled by the situation in Slovakia.

Then the Senator cites three examples where the Slovak record falls short of the expected. First is the troubled relationship between the ruling majority party and the “loyal opposition,” preventing true democratic methods to take hold in Slovakia, second, the high level of “political violence” in Slovakia, and third, the minority relations. Concerning the latter, the Senator wrote: 

On the matter of minority-majority relations in Slovakia, we found the Ministry’s statement regarding the playing of the national anthems particularly revealing. On this point, the Ministry justified its restrictions by asserting that the playing of foreign (not Slovak) national anthems is a political, not a cultural act--even equating it with treason. We believe the expression of one’s political beliefs--even in a musical form--should not be equated with treason but should be protected free speech. Accordingly, the Ministry’s statement has only fostered  rather than lessened our concern that the current government’s policies are designed to restrict the rights of the Hungarian community in Slovakia

The Slovak situation was also on the agenda of OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), whose office is in the Hague, Netherlands. High Commissioner van der Stoel paid a three day visit to Slovakia in October, 1997, and talked with government officials, including the Ministers of Culture and of Education, and with political leaders, both from Slovak and Hungarian parties. 

The talks concentrated mainly on issues directly related to minorities, such as the use of minority languages in official communications, the issuing of bi-lingual school certificates, and the principles that govern the allocation of cultural subsidies. Another important subject covered in the HCNM’s discussions was the situation of the Slovak minority in Hungary.

If the Czechs, who were hailed between the two world wars, and even after the Second World War as the great bastions of democracy in Central Europe, and the Slovaks, who belong to the Western Christian tradition, could not live with ethnic minorities, how could one expect the Balkan peoples, like the Byzantine Rumanians and Serbs, or the peoples in the third world countries to create conditions that are the hallmark of democracy, and what we enjoy in the United States, the world’s oldest democracy?

World Peace and World Government?
After World War II and the Holocaust the world leaders started to show more interest at least in Human Rights, if not political culture in general. 

Arthur M. Schlesinger,  in describing the foreign policy direction of the United States, developed by “the wiser men of an older generation,”
 explained that these wise men envisioned a peaceful world united under one government. The vital center, that gave the title of Schlesinger’s book, is the center  where the US and the Soviet should meet: we progress toward socialism, and they progress by giving their people more human rights. “When Russia loosens the totalitarian grip, then the noble dream of world government will begin to make some contact with reality.”
  

Had Schlesinger studied the Russian Mind
, however,  he would have recognized that the differences between the American and Russian culture are much deeper than the mere existence of a totalitarian government. Totalitarianism in Russia is not like a piece of clothing that one can put on and take off at will but has deep roots in the Russo-Orthodox belief system and religio-political culture.

An interesting debate about world government is presented by Robert Goldwin in READINGS IN WORLD POLITICS
 by including two papers.

The argument for World Government  had been based on the existence of the nuclear bomb. According to this view, espoused here by Robert M. Hutchins, President of Fund for the Republic, to avoid total annihilation we need world government. 

Here it will not do to say that common principles cannot be found. They must be found. And they can be found in the common humanity of all mankind. By patience, tolerance, and good will we can come to understand other human beings, because they are human beings like ourselves.
 

But tell the Serbs in Bosnia, or the Rumanians in Rumania, that the Bosnians, Croatians or Hungarians are fellow human beings and they should show patience, tolerance, and good will toward their minorities! They will laugh in one’s face! In fact, Hutchins’ argument that common principles must be found is similar to the argument behind ethnic cleansing and terror: the country, be it Bosnia, Slovakia, Rumania, Palestine or Israel, it must be of the same race or ethnicity. When something must happen, it is easy to invoke force as the only means of carrying out the goal. We obviously need more, a great deal more in common than being the children of Adam and Eve. Even following the same God is not enough! 

On the other hand, Walter F. Berns of Yale opposes Hutchinson’s position and suggests that to assume that the US and the USSR could agree on a world government is naive. Burns argues that the cultural differences between the superpowers are so great that, at least in the foreseeable future, it is unreasonable to expect them to submit to one government.

Their argument is too simple; it is abstract; it is based on abstractions from all the relevant elements in the political situation....

One does not appear to the sense in these men. One does not attend cultural congresses with them with any justifiable hope of finding a common principle needed to form the basis of a non-Communist world state. “How many divisions does the Pope have?” Stalin asked. Well, will his successors not also ask, how many divisions do the World Federalists have? 

These are the “simple and irrefutable” facts controlling the answer to the political question. We cannot persuade the Soviets to join a world government; we cannot force them to join by any method short of atomic war; there can be no world government without them.

Mutatis mutandis, the principle still applies: we cannot force the Serbs to join the Bosnians and Croats in a unified Bosnia short of foreign troops enforcing a hopeless agreement, drawn up under tremendous pressure at Dayton, and agreed to by the Serbs with the clear expectation that it will not be implemented. Both parties want an ethnically pure country, under their rule, of course, and it can be achieved only through violent means.

Still, at this late date (end of September, 1997) the only alternative seen is extending the stay of NATO troops. Daniel N. Nelson, editor of the journal INTERNATIONAL POLITICS, a professor of international politics at Old Dominion University and former foreign policy advisor to presidential candidate Rep. Richard Gephardt, summarizes the Bosnian situation in a column:

Two years and billions of dollars after the Dayton Peace Accord, NATO’s intervention in Bosnia-Herzegovina has lead to peace with no future. Although the fighting ended, the war did not end.

NATO’s military power, the combined international bureaucracies, including the United Nations, and legions of private humanitarian and other non governmental organizations that now occupy Sarajevo as the Serbs could not--all have enforced no principle and guaranteed no lasting peace.

A few days later a “senior NATO commander” was quoted in the same paper that “the question no longer is if the Muslims will attack the Bosnian Serbs, but when. The only way to prevent such an attack, at this point, is for the peacekeeping mission to extend its mandate.”
 This is a false alternative, of course, since between renewed fighting and extending the stay of NATO troops is the third alternative of re-drawing of boundaries creating at least new autonomous regions if not new sovereign countries, possibly combined with a fair population transfer. Not an easy solution, but at least if offers hope for peace and allows normal relationship and development within the larger communities.

The Hungarian musician and social philosopher Ervin Laszlo, one of the leaders of the Club of Rome that has been doing some futuristic studies, including what has been called “doomsday models” of the future, is much more realistic than Schlesinger or Hutchinson. At the 1992 III. World Congress of the Hungarian World Federation in Budapest, they distributed a brief booklet prepared especially for the Congress, with excerpts from one of Laszlo’s recently published book. In Chapters IX and X he emphasizes the creative nature of culture, and the value inherent in cultural pluralism. “True creativity cannot co-exist with uniformism.... The many different views and ideas, that characterize the peoples with different cultures, make our world rich and resilient.” 
 Chapter XI  talks about the creation of a new world order. According to Laszlo the international order

does not require a world government, but rather effective and successful ordering systems in the different areas of the new world order. Of the utmost importance is the creation of balance between colorful pluralism and unity.
 

In another book Laszlo takes the idea a step further and suggests that

(T)hough long overtaken by globalizing processes in the economy, the  sovereign nation-state is still the de jure apex of social, political, and even economic organization on Earth. Blind adherence to it could become a
major roadblock to evolutionary convergence in the human community.

Thus, there is a great deal of stress in world affairs between these defenders of the strong, fully  sovereign nation-state and the promoters of this evolutionary process. According to Laszlo 

interdependence has grown too fast for contemporary societies... They were pushed into one another’s arms  without being ready for a close embrace. In consequence, the international system lapsed into disorder, its level of integration insufficient to coordinate its economic, political, and ethnic differentiation.

So, Laszlo seems to suggest, the current culturally or ethnically heterogeneous societies must evolve into more homogeneous societies but not by forced assimilation but by creating smaller homogeneous subsystems which can then be integrated into larger systems to produce a more peaceful world. 

The evolutionary trend ... also catalyzes growing differentiation among grass-roots subsystems.... This also involves articulation, the process whereby the regional and ethnic components of societies become more distinct and autonomous.

Integration is not uniformization, the domination of one element and the subordination of others. It is the coordination of all elements in a shared and mutually beneficial order. Thus integration does not flatten cultural diversity, it only orchestrates it.

Accordingly, forced assimilation has no place in the new world order, and the New World Order will be not have to be run by a World Government, but by a governing principle that will effectively organize systems to safeguard plurality in unity, including autonomy of culturally diverse ethnic groups. 

Applying this principle to the problem discussed, one of the urgent needs of the international system in the new millennium is to find a way that would do just that. Since the current, multi-cultural unitary states tend to stifle plurality and the majority often aims to exterminate, or at least to force the assimilation of groups of different ethnic subcultures, languages, and/or religions, for countries with populations of different cultures, ethnicity or religion, at the end of this paper some form of autonomy, whether regional, personal, or districts where larger ethnic groups share power for will be proposed.

The thesis of this essay does not argue whether world government is good or bad, desirable or undesirable, nor whether it is possible or not.
 The only point that is argued here is that cultural differences do not have to be disregarded if one’s aim is a better ordered, more peaceful world; in fact, disregarding cultural differences mankind will suffer a great deal, without ever succeeding in establishing  world government. On the other hand, allowing cultural differences to flourish and safeguarding it by granting autonomy to such groups will alleviate much conflict and suffering, whether the world  will ultimately evolve into world government or not, is not only a worthy goal in itself, but, according to Laszlo, would hasten the evolution into a new, more peaceful world order. Therefore the foreign policy of the next millennium should start with developing the concepts of  political culture and autonomy into foreign policy objectives and goals.

Bob Hand, a staff member of the US CSCE office, in an analysis of the Bosnia situation reminds us that we have been talking about national self-determination for decades, yet no clear cut definition and method to achieve it has yet been articulated.
 He argues that it is urgent to create ways to assure a sufficient degree of self-determination to bring peace to Bosnia. It is suggested that based on Laszlo’s approach and Bob Hand’s urging, the international community place on its agenda the matter of self-determination and autonomy.

The Kissinger Approach
When one talks about the two great foreign policy failures of the Post World War II era, the Vietnam war and the Middle East conflict, the name of Dr. Henry Kissinger comes to mind. Dr. K, as he was fondly referred to by the media, even received the Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts to make the Israelis and Arabs live peacefully in one country. We know, of course, that his efforts failed (yet, he is allowed to keep the Nobel Prize, and in fact, based on his reputation, I understand, he operates a successful foreign policy consulting firm).

Dr. Kissinger has also been famous for his repeated suggestions that the East Central European countries should become organic parts of the Soviet Union. It seems he had failed to realize that organic  means “a system of interrelated parts” according to Webster, and the relationship between the Soviet and the countries involved was more of a deadly conflict than interrelatedness. President Reagan was right when he rejected the Kissinger plan out of hand.

When Dr. Kissinger proposed his plan again after the 1988 election to the new Bush administration, this writer had written a critique for Dr. Janos Nadas, the President of the World Federation of Free Hungarians,  in opposition of the Kissinger proposal. After the Kissinger proposal was rejected, the Dr. Nadas and this author, who was Secretary General of the Federation, had received a letter from James W. Swihart, Director, Office of Eastern European and Yugoslav Affairs in the State Department, informing us of the outcome, and he concluded the letter with this sentence: 

Finally, I would like to point out at least one benefit Dr. Kissinger’s proposal brought us--your thoughtful letter which, in itself, was a welcome addition to our thinking on Eastern Europe.

The rejection of the Kissinger proposal was significant for Central Europe and world peace, because when  President Bush left for Poland, Hungary and Western Europe in July 1989, instead of carrying the Kissinger proposal with him, his message was that the U.S. will not turn over those countries to the Soviets. At every public opportunity he had, the President emphasized the great importance the U.S. attaches to the changes taking place in Central Europe
, and there is every reason to assume that in private talks he had also encouraged the leaders of Hungary and Poland to continue the democratization and the opening toward the West. 

After leaving Hungary, at a press conference held aboard Air Force One en route to Paris, the President was asked if he thought that his trip made any difference. The answer was a definite “Yes, I do,” and Mr. Bush added: “I could tell them what I thought we would be able to do, how much we shared their desire for change, I think it was fruitful for them.... And I think that makes a difference to the leaders...”

It was after the Bush trip and encouragement that Hungary opened its borders to the East Germans, and the Iron Curtain started to crack in the fall of 1989. It is doubtful that all this would have happened if the Kissinger line had won the debate over US foreign policy. The hero of the collapse of communism in Hungary was Mr. Bush and the Hungarian community in the United States that had opposed the Kissinger proposals,  and not Gyula Horn or Miklos Nemeth, who actually opened the border. It seems that Messrs. Reagan and Bush had greater appreciation for political culture
 and national self-determination than many of his predecessors or his successor, or Dr. Kissinger, for that matter.

The Political Culture Approach And the Cultural Fault Line
One important factor behind the tragedy of Bosnia, that also makes finding a workable solution to other similar conflicts near impossible, has been that politicians and statesmen, along with historians and political scientists disregarded the findings of anthropologists and sociologists. As the result, they continue to neglect to consider the political culture of peoples, and even if they had considered it within the context of American domestic politics, they had failed to understand the political culture of other countries. So they had either applied American standards to other countries, or in their foreign policies they had only focused on boundaries and political institutions. The seriousness of the problem is indicated by the problems faced in Bosnia, and the near impossible task of maintaining peace between the different factions.

It is beyond the scope of this introductory essay to analyze the study of political cultures, but a brief review is in order.
 Political scientists started only in the mid 1960’s to understand, analyze and compare political systems on the basis of political culture as opposed to political institutions, constitutions, and boundaries. It was a decade later that the political culture concept was used to compare communist regimes. But in this fledging area of study there was not even an agreement about the definition of political culture. Mary McAuley suggests that the political culture approach should go back as far as necessary to explain the contemporary political institutions and belief system: 

(I)f today’s political culture has its origins in yesterday’s political culture, we would expect our authors to seek the source of the traditional political culture--not in the yesterday’s politics and society--but in the belief system of an even earlier stage of that society.

For example, if one were to trace the British political culture to its earliest beginning, one should go beyond even the Magna Carta of 1215, to the mythical pre-history of the British people. Investigating the origin of basic concepts of the Rights of the Englishman, which was only demonstrated by the Magna Carta but is of much earlier origin, one would end up at the famous Stone of Scone of Jacob, the Biblical patriarch. It is believed that the Stone, which was built into the coronation chair until just recently it was returned to Scone in Scotland, served as Jacob’s famous pillow when he had his dream as recorded in the Bible.
Jacob’s dream seems to prophesy that Jacob’s descendants will rule over a great empire, a fitting description of the role England had played in world history.

According to the Biblical story Jacob received Isaac’s blessing that should have been given to Esau, the first born son. But Jacob purchased the rights of the first born from Esau for a bowlful of porridge. These rights included not so much the right to salvation or to spiritual goods but the political right not to be ruled but to rule and to dominate. The British still seem to cherish them, not as the rights of the first born but the rights of the Englishman
  individually, as if they were a special, privileged race, and to national prosperity and the right to rule over nations collectively. The Stone served in the coronation of Scottish kings from 839 till 1292, when Edward I., the British king took it to Westminster Abby in 1296, and every British monarch since has been crowned while sitting over the Stone since then.
 To understand the British mind today one should go back as far as one can, in this case to the blessing Isaac gave to Jacob. 

On the other hand, to understand the American mind and their concept of democracy, one should go back to the rebellious ideas of Thomas Paine and the famous words of the Declaration of Independence: All men are created equal!  There is no privileged nation or people, not at least in the political arena.

Similarly, to understand the Bosnian, Hungarian, Rumanian, Serbian or Slovak minds one must go back to both the true and the perceived earliest history of each of these national groups, until one finds the roots of today’s political culture. 

The deep roots of today’s political cultures of the conflicting parties in Bosnia shall be analyzed to some extent in the next chapter. For the purposes of this paper it is sufficient to call attention to the importance of political culture and to show that the cultures of the dominant groups and the minorities in each of the listed countries are quite different, and it seems to be an impossible task to reconcile them in a peaceful pluralistic society. Instead, we shall consider the possible results when people with so different cultures are thrown into one political entity.
Donald Devine in a Washington TIMES column critiques the Clinton Administration’s Bosnia policy, and quotes Professor Samuel Huntington, a former National Security Council adviser, to support his views.
 According to Huntington, the President projects the American approach of “multiculturalism,” the peaceful coexistence of different races and cultures in one country, to the rest of the world, including Bosnia. The Catholic Croats, the Orthodox Serbs and the Muslim Bosnians must live together in a multicultural country even if it kills them. 

It is interesting to note that while the American ideal of the melting pot had been used to justify non-interference in ethnic minority issues, the new American ideal, promoting multiculturalism, is being used to justify intervention, and neither approaches leads to lasting peace in ethnically heterogeneous countries.

In line with the Clinton approach, Warren Christopher, President Clinton’s former secretary of state proclaimed that “the US would not recognize any fundamental divide among Catholic, Orthodox and Islamic  parts of Europe.” The three fundamentally different religious and political cultures cannot be separated by a boundary line, because our ostrich like politicians and statesmen dig their heads in the sand and fail to realize that in other countries ethnic, religious, or cultural differences count! 

This writer has made this point over a decade ago in his dissertation:

The significance of understanding the people and culture of a country, especially as important as the Soviet Union and the Central European nations ... should be obvious. During World War II, US marines and other troops were provided detailed information on the native cultures in the South Pacific. This material, collected from the Human Relations Area File, “is said to have prevented many costly mistakes and saved many lives.”
 Yet, influential policy makers and opinion molders seem not to take into consideration the basic cultural features of ... people in Central Europe .... Their failure to realize this has led to many costly mistakes... The average GI participating in W.W.II knew more about the culture of a small tribe in the South Pacific than ... US Presidents know about ... Poland or Hungary.

Unfortunately, the facts of life do not care what we know and recognize and what we do not know or recognize. The fundamental divide is there, whether Mr. Christopher and other liberal universalists recognize it or not. According to Devine,

Mr. Huntington calls the universalist dilution of the importance of religion “secular myopia,” while he makes religion “possibly the most profound difference that can exist between people,” that will lead in the post-Cold War world to fault line conflicts between these different world views. He argues that conceptions of a benign, universal, democratic-capitalist world can only be imagined by ignoring history...

To Mr. Huntington, liberal universalism not only is an inaccurate description of world reality, it is a threat to world peace. The United States does not have the power to keep demanding that other civilizations act in accord with western values and rights as if these were accepted by all, when they are not....

As Mr. Huntington says, those who ignore civilizational divides are “doomed to be frustrated by them.”
 

Messrs. Huntington and Devine are right, of course, except that they put the emphasis on religion alone and overlook ethnicity. Religious differences tend to become much more important when they are combined with ethnic differences, as is the case in Bosnia. Over the centuries religious views and attitudes tend to permeate the entire culture, and peculiar national political cultures develop that go way beyond dogma and worship. 

Devine also draws the wrong conclusion. The problem is not that the US and the West had intervened militarily. The tragedy is that the intervention was made necessary by Western (including US) insistence that the traditional boundaries of Bosnia must be maintained, and these incompatible religious groups must stay together. The Serbs wanted their region attached to Greater Serbia, the Croatians wanted to be attached to Croatia, and the Muslims wanted peace and their own country, and all this was denied by the international community, led by the country whose president, Woodrow Wilson, once had made the notion of national self determination a major factor in world politics! Let the boundaries reflect the cultural divide, and there will be no need for foreign troops! 

According to Devine, 

Bosnia may well be the best test case of liberal universalism’s theme that liberal democracy and regulated capitalism are the only meaningful futures of world society. Mr. Huntington specifically rejects this “expectation of harmony” and convergence, and sets his opposing theme that “modernization is distinct from Westernization,” ... and that the world is increasingly “multi-civilizational...,”

as Ervin Laszlo had pointed out. In other words, if one aims to world peace, instead of forcing every country and people on the Procrustes bed of Western civilization, as a first step, we must take the fault lines seriously and draw the political boundaries along the ethnic and cultural fault lines as much as possible. This would at least assure peaceful and civilized relations within a country, on the neighbor to neighbor level.

The unfortunate thing is that Bosnia is not an isolated situation. After World War One Yugoslavia was created and Muslim Bosnia was forced into a shot gun union, along with the Catholic Croatia and Slavonia, dominated by the Orthodox Serbs, as the Serbs’ reward for the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand in Sarajevo, thus igniting the spark that led to the first World War. Rumania, where the Byzantine Orthodox Church dominates, was given a huge minority population of Catholic and Protestant Hungarians and Germans in Transylvania, and the Protestant Czechs and the Catholic Slovaks were united with a half million mostly Catholic Hungarians thrown in, without any regard to religion, language and political culture. Thus, all three countries created after World War One were built on major fault lines, and when the earthquake came after the dissolution of the Soviet Empire, the buildings started to shake. 

The fault line is clearly illustrated by Stjepan Buc, a former member of the Yugoslavian Parliament. After escaping from communist Yugoslavia, he became a political science professor in Argentina. According to Professor Buc,

(B)ecause of her origin, development, culture, and entire nature, Croatia belongs to the Central European area. Conversely, Croatia does not belong to the East, nor to the Balkans. Separated from the Western world by treachery and violence, and thanks to the fabricated “Slavic Union” that never really existed, Croatia was handed over to a traditionally aggressive Eastern foreign rule. May we, at the same time, refer to the Hungarian example, because our situation is best illustrated by it. The Croatians and the Hungarians are peoples of Western culture...”

Professor Buc attributes this tragic mistake to a

surprising ignorance of sociology in Eastern European history (that) has had harmful results regarding the interpretation of Croatian history. Even worse, however, are the quite false political conclusions generated by this ignorance. The catastrophic consequences can be best illustrated if one realizes that the present unsound political structure of Central Europe represents one focus of the current world crisis, and that, this results from the above mentioned ignorance concerning the nature of the peoples of the Indo-Germanic-Slavic linguistic group. Old Byzantine fairy tales about fictitious  ethnic “Slavic Unity” (continuously accepted and carried on also by the romanticism of the 18th and 19th centuries) resulted in the fabrication of those artificial states in the first half of the present century. Not only different peoples and hostile races strangers to each other were forced into such states, but actually two worlds--the East and the West--were supposed to unify. Such was the case of the Croatian people who became one of the victims of the false doctrine of so-called “Slavic unity.” They were forced into an artificial state--i.e., Yugoslavia--which they never considered their home but rather a prison. The fundamental error made was that a European, Western people were (sic) isolated from their organic, natural connection with Europe--let us say, from Central Europe,--and were forced to be part of an Asiatic-Byzantine power, such as Yugoslavia, as far as the ethnic and cultural aspects are concerned.

From this it is obvious that the cultural fault line Professor Huntington mentions is not his invention but a very real one, that western policy makers better take into consideration. But is should be made clear that Buc is not racist and does not consider the Eastern culture as inferior: 

It would not be correct, however, to classify the Eastern man and his world as something generally inferior. That world is simply different from ours. Because of these essential differences we simply do not wish to be under the rule of that world. We just cannot endure its domination. We prefer to enjoy our right of self-determination and we wish to live freely in our own state.

The same applies to Hungarians forced to live under Slovak, Rumanian or Serbian rule. In fact, this very same logic led the Hungarian people to rebel against the Soviet rule in 1956, as the Doctoral dissertation of this author
 argues. As for Croatia, events over the past few years have demonstrated that Professor Buc was stating the feeling of the overwhelming majority of Croats when they have rebelled against Serbian rule and became independent. Writing in the 1960’s, Buc was not a prophet in the usual sense but a perceptive political scientists who understood the role and importance of political culture in the lives of peoples. The tragedy is that the Croats, when their turn came, opposed giving the Serbs and Hungarians living in Eastern Croatia the same right to secede and join their co-nationals across the Croatian border, and also failed to apply the same standard in Bosnia.

Rumania is the only country among those that were given a substantial number of Hungarians by the Trianon Treaty, that has survived--with Western protection and complicity, and due to the fact that Transylvanian Hungarians so far have attempted to solve their problem diplomatically, using civilized means. But it should not surprise one if they lose their patience and resort to more effective means that the West seems to need to pay attention to a crisis.

But just what are the religio-cultural differences on the two sides of the fault line? In a 1982 study of cultural differences in Central Europe
 they found that the human rights record of the several communist states is quite diverse: some do better than others.
 Political scientist Stephen White at al. finds that there is a line up of East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary on one side, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Albania and Bulgaria on the other side on issues as “extension of human rights,
 the independence of the courts in the political system,”
 press censorship
 and samizdat activity,
 free association and assembly, including the attitude toward the traditional Communist May Day demonstrations,
 and religious freedom, where the authors of the study note that “in Eastern Orthodox societies such as Bulgaria the churches have never claimed the same degree of autonomy and by and large they have been integrated into the framework of the state.”

Interestingly, George Bush, as vice president, made the same point in his famous Mitteleurope speech in 1983. Upon returning from a visit to Rumania and Hungary, as he stood on the Western side of the Iron Curtain, he stated: “As I look out to the East, I had the momentary impression that I was standing in a lonely outpost on the edge of Western civilization... Historically, of course, it could not have been more false.”

Then the Vice President went on to talk about “Mitteleurope--Central Europe,”
 quoting Ceszlav Milosz, a dissident Polish intellectual. Milosz wrote about his fellow intellectuals in Central Europe and their “extinguishment” seeing their countries, which “are rightfully part of an ancient civilization, one that is derived from  Rome rather than from Byzantium ‘surrender to a hegemony of nations’,”
which has such a different, a Byzantine civilization.

“It has been often remarked, continued the Vice President, that the three great events--the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment-- Russia took part in none. But Mitteleurope ... took part in all.”

Thus, in addition to the ancient Byzantine heritage, the Orthodox world was left behind in the evolution of its culture, since due to its isolation, the three major reform movements that help define Western civilization and political culture, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment and Reformation, for better or worse, did not have an effect in the East. This applies, of course, not only to Russia but to Rumania and Serbia as well.

One of the best descriptions of the difference between the Western Christian and Orthodox world views is Vladimir Sergeyevich Solovyev’s RUSSIA AND THE UNIVERSAL CHURCH, written in 1889 by this mystic poet and philosopher. Solovyev was raised in the Orthodox faith but became disillusioned and became Catholic. In his book he describes the result of the thousand year old schism combined with slavofile ambitions, resulting in a messianic complex intent to re-make the world in their image.

Another, more contemporary study of the problem is a book
 written by Imre Zsolnay, a Hungarian historian in 1963-4, but the author could not have it published until 1993, after the communist regime had collapsed and the Russian troops were withdrawn from Hungary. 

While Solovyev concentrates on the Byzantine influence on Czarist Russia, Zsolnay does the same regarding the Soviet Union. Interestingly, if one relates the two works, one will conclude that as far as political culture is concerned, there is not much difference between the politico-cultural ideologies of nationalist and pan-Slav Russia and the internationalist proletarian Soviet Union. Both had been separated from the Western Christian culture by a deep cultural fault line.

If one wants to include Bosnia in the picture, we must add another political culture, that separates the Muslim Bosnians from the Catholic Croats and the Byzantine Serbs. Thus in the Bosnian conflict the fault line is compounded. Without taking these differences into account, there can be no effective solution for the Bosnian, or the other ethnic conflicts in East Central Europe, or in any other area of the world, for that matter.

Among the books of more recent vintage Colin S. Gray’s book, NUCLEAR STRATEGY AND NATIONAL STYLE
 is the most outstanding example of taking political culture seriously, although its topic seems to be dated. But it contains excellent analyses of certain aspects of both the Soviet/Russian and the American political cultures. Another book, somewhat older but one of the best available on the problems of East Central Europe considering the cultural background of the region is one written by John Flournoy Montgomery, a former US Ambassador to Budapest. But because it considers culture, an approach the liberal universalist movers and shakers of international politics disdain, it is quite unpopular among the liberal universalist policy making Establishment, although if they had studied it carefully, they could have avoided the Bosnian crisis, for example. Montgomery’s book should be required reading by all statesman and diplomats who have anything to do with Central European or Bosnian policy. 

Finally it might be presumptuous to recommend this writer’s above quoted dissertation, but it should also be useful to understand the problems resulting from the political fault line and different political cultures in the region.

To disregard such a deep and obvious fault line in dealing with conflicts in Central Europe is not only a sin and a crime against humanity and Western values of freedom and democracy but a political blunder. In order to create a more peaceful world, under one government or many, it is imperative that where geographically feasible, homogeneity must be made the corner stone of state-hood. Where historic reasons justify, such homogeneity must be secured by autonomous regions to reduce intra-community conflict and to protect minorities.

To summarize, the old approach to international politics, based on treating countries and regions as just plain real-estate and attempting to introduce solutions that might or might not have worked in other cultures and societies, without any regard to the ethnic and cultural features of the people involved, has led the world to the brink of disaster. 

Therefore it is proposed that a new policy, emphasizing cultural differences, be introduced to shape the world into the 21st Century. Central Europe, which has been notorious for its ethnic problems, could be used as a laboratory to see if the new approach would work. It might not be easy, but a major mistake like Trianon that further messed up the already complex nationality picture there,  could be fixed only by a major surgery.

II.  HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
This essays focuses on how to remedy, if it is humanely possible, the tragic consequences of the Peace Treaty of Trianon that had disregarded cultural differences and created new, multi-cultural countries under the rule of peoples that were not ready and able to handle the resulting conflicts. In these countries there is a dominant radical element that makes these countries as a whole culturally, and as individuals, psychologically  unable--it is more than unwillingness--to switch from ethnic conflict to accommodation. While in Rumania there were long periods of violent ethnic cleansing alternating with periods of cultural assaults on the minority, and still there are groups who advocate the most radical form of ethnic cleansing and even extermination, in Slovakia ethnic cleansing takes the more moderate form of forced assimilation and making conditions such that the minority would want to emigrate. After World War II entire Hungarian villages in Serbia were treated the same way by Serbs as we have seen in Bosnia, but after the War there were no CNN TV crews reporting it and the world has paid no or little interest. Bosnia is just a repetition of earlier terror acts by the Serbs, with the only exception that this time the world has paid attention to the  extermination of entire villages of people of another culture or ethnic background.

Trianon could be regarded as a giant--and cruel-- experiment in creating artificial multi-cultural political units. It is suggested that this experiment should be officially declared a failure, and it is proposed that the Great Powers and Schlesinger’s wiser men start a new experiment in Central Europe by drawing boundaries that follow ethnic and cultural dividing lines.

The Creation Of The Nation State
The nation state idea has been a major development in history that laid the foundation for the modern era. In the middle ages Society, Church and the State were competing for supremacy. Eventually, after Machiavelli popularized the idea of the absolute power of the Prince, i.e. the ruler, who most often was a hereditary monarch, the State has emerged victorious. The classical form of fully sovereign nation-state first officially appeared in the Peace Treaty of Westphalia in 1648.

One role of the monarch was to unite the forces of nationalism and serve as a symbol of the nation, leading to the development of the nation state. The nation state concept included three elements: population, well defined territory with boundaries, and sovereignty, i.e. a government with  supreme authority over its territory. 

Initially the nation state included one dominant national group and the state’s boundaries were drawn to reflect the nationality of the inhabitants. The existence of large minority ethnic groups was the exception. The treatment of the minorities was subject to the principles of Christian brotherhood. Before the early 19th century, nationalism was a cohesive force, holding the majority together to form the state and defend it against other states, rather than a dividing force, separating groups within the state. The basic division within society was the feudal class system, and after the Reformation, religion also became such a separating feature, often creating conflict between various religions, while at the same time acting as a cohesive force within. Even in multi-ethnic countries that may have developed as the result of wars and conquests, ethnicity was a latent feature. Most disputes, conflicts and persecutions were along religious lines. If the ethnic majorities of those countries had followed the chauvinistic policies of some of today’s multi-ethnic states, by the 19th Century there would have been no minorities, or at least no minority languages and consciousness to demand equal rights and self determination.

The minority’s position in Hungary was quite similar to the rest of Europe, except that partly due to the devastation by the Tartars and Turks, and thanks to Saint Stephen’s written and well publicized advice to his son to make foreigners welcome in his country, Hungary had larger minority populations than most other countries. Under the Crown Doctrine that has governed Hungary and stated that all residents of Hungary, including minorities, are members of the Crown, and all should be treated equal, her minorities had flourished.
 

But it is a mistake to identify the Crown Doctrine as a unique Hungarian development. From the very beginning of Hungary’s history, the Hungarian royalty had strong cultural and family ties to the West,
 so Hungary’s constitutional development was close to that in the West and it is possible that at times constitutional developments in Hungary had influenced Western developments. Thus, the Western and the Hungarian concepts of the king and the crown were, and remained very similar until the abolition of Hungary’s monarchy in this century. 

Initially the person of the king as ruler was the focus of all power, and gradually, 

on a more basic level, sacred objects imparted a splendor to the royal or imperial personage. The crown, scepter, and throne were seen as far more than the mere symbols of an exalted position, which they suggest to the modern mind. Instead, they radiated the authority of  a divinely chosen ruler from something within them.... With the growth of  the territorial conception of the monarchy--of kings as ruling countries with the people in them, as opposed to the earlier conception of kings ruling peoples in whatever land they happened to be--the splendor of the sacred objects began to cover the territorial integrity of a kingdom.

Although this has been written about Western developments, it also fully applies to the Hungarian concept of the Holy Crown Doctrine and is still followed in the West, as England’s defense of some useless islands as Crown Territory in the Falkland War demonstrates.

 Thus, on the one hand, following Saint Stephen’s admonition to welcome foreigners in the land, Hungary had an open-door policy toward refugees or people seeking opportunity to live in peace in a country that was famous for her hospitality.  On the other hand, all new-comers to the territory governed under the Crown were protected under the Crown as equals, in respect to their nationality. Therefore for centuries the number of minorities had grown and the Hungarian majority never forced the assimilation of minority groups. Therefore there was no nationality problem in Hungary until the 19th Century.

Nationalities in Central Europe and the Boundary Issue

The rise of national consciousness was created by the ideas of Rousseau, followed by the French Revolution “when French philosophers like Diderot and D’Alambert began to differentiate between nation, state and language, declaring that if the state were to flourish, language must adjust to the requirements of the state.”
 But, ironically, at first this effected only the dominant groups that in the past had been independent nations of Europe, but at the moment did not have a nation state of their own, like the Poles, the Germans and the Italians, and even this effect was reversed: instead of forcing members of a state to use the same language, it instigated people of the same language to form a state of their own! Instead of the “language must adjust to the requirements of the state,” for the Poles, Germans and Italians it meant that the state (in this case the new state to be created)  must adjust to the language area!
The nationality problem assumed a new dimension when the Hapsburg Court in Vienna used the several nationalities residing in Hungary against the Hungarian nationalists themselves who wanted to separate the Hungarian state from Austria with which it was united under the common monarch in the Austro-Hungarian Empire since the 16th Century. The irony is that the Hapsburg emperor, who was also the crowned King of Hungary and sworn to uphold the Hungarian laws and interests, as Austrian emperor, serving the interest of the Austrian side of his Empire, instigated the ambitious leaders of the various nationalities against his own Hungarian  Kingdom. In modern days they would call this a conflict of interest or even treason! These efforts during the 19th Century had a major role in the beginnings of hostile  nationalism in Central Europe.

A contemporary Transylvanian poet has captured the essence of the situation when he compared the minorities who were accepted and shielded by Hungarians for centuries in historic Hungary to the parasitic cuckoo bird who lays her eggs in the nests of other, smaller birds.  As the baby cuckoo bird gets larger, it throws out its step-brothers and step-sisters from the warm nest that their parents built, and whose naive hospitality he is taking advantage of, becomes the only survivor from among a nestful of birds.
 Similarly, Hungarians, ever since Saint Stephen founded the Hungarian Kingdom, welcomed refugees from other lands, and even invited foreigners to populate areas that were left de-populated due to Tartar invasion and the Turkish wars. Some of these nationalities have re-paid their welcome with kicking the families of their hosts out of their ancestral homes.

In one of the great ironies of history, not only one but two successive  heirs to the Hapsburg throne, first Crown Prince Rudolph
 and next Crown Prince Ferdinand,
 fell victims of the monarchy’s orchestration of the nationality problems within the empire. Once the genie of nationalism was unleashed by the Court, it could not be returned into the bottle. The pro-Hungarian Rudolf, was murdered (officially committed suicide) for his sympathy with Hungarians. Ferdinand, who worked out with his Czech, Serb, and Rumanian supporters the plan for breaking up Hungary in a design
 very similar to the final outcome of the Trianon Peace Treaties that mutilated Hungary after World War I, was assassinated himself in Sarajevo, in 1914. 

Hungarian historian Tibor Baráth
 places the tragedy of Rudolph in the context of a power struggle between Crown Prince Rudolph, who was soon to be crowned King of Hungary with the Emperor’s blessing and thus carry out the Emperor’s and Empress Elizabeth’s plan to gradually place the center of the Empire to Hungary.
 Ferdinand, next in line to the throne after Rudolph, was thinking more in terms of extending Austria’s influence in Europe, and wanted to appease not only the Slavs in the empire by partitioning Hungary between the minorities residing in or around Hungary, but Rumania itself by promising them Transylvania if Rumania joins the Empire.
 He failed to recognize that neither Russia, who also had designs on the South Slavs and wanted to strengthen her position there to get exit to the Adriatic Sea through the Balkan, nor France, who was jealous of the growing Germanic influence in Southern and Central Europe, would tolerate such a plan. Thus, Ferdinand’s miscalculation led to his own assassination in Sarajevo in 1914. According to Baráth’s sources, Ferdinand himself participated, along with his “Mafia” of Czech officers in the assassination of his cousin, the 31 year old Rudolph.

Ferdinand’s hatred of Hungary is demonstrated by not only his many openly hateful remarks about Hungary, but by his plan not to crown himself king of Hungary after the death of his uncle, Franz Joseph, but first dismember Hungary, that would be impossible if he was the crowned king, and then accept the Crown of Saint Stephen and be the king of a truncated country, while being the Emperor of a re-organized and enlarged federation.
 

Consequently, Hungary’s dismemberment at the Trianon Peace Conference only ratified the plans that Ferdinand and his advisors, leaders of the nationalities residing in historic Hungary, had developed but without Ferdinand, of course, and not as autonomous territories within the Empire, but as independent countries.

Adding to the irony was the fact that Ferdinand was assassinated by a radical Serb, supported by Serbian officials, including the secret police, who were not satisfied with a greater Serbia as an autonomous part of the Austrian Empire as Ferdinand had envisioned, but wanted an independent Serbia yet subservient to Russia. The Serbian government was instigated and supported by the Russian government and other pan-Slavists who wanted to unite all Slavic peoples and in the process provide Russia with direct access to the Adriatic Sea. Also, studies
 and recently released documents in France  seem to implicate the French government who, on the one hand, wanted a war to stop the German influence in the Balkan and the Middle East that would have resulted from completion of the proposed Baghdad Railway, and on the other, opposed Ferdinand’s plan of  extending Austrian influence in Western Europe. Therefore, France seems to have channeled money through Russia to the Serbian ultra-nationalists.

Yet, at the end of the war that followed the assassination, Hungary was treated as the main party responsible for the outbreak of the war by the true aggressors, including the French Clemenceau, rather than the innocent victim of the great-power struggle between the four players, Austria, Germany, Russia and France, that she really was. Even Austria, one of the instigators of the conflict, was given a portion of Hungarian territory.
It is beyond the scope of this essay to describe and analyze in detail the circumstances and the injustices committed against Hungary by the Treaty of Trianon. But to consider appropriate solutions to the problem one must go back and analyze the Treaty of Trianon both in its local and its global context as well as its political and legal aspects.
The local aspects involve the creation of minority problems, 
 and the economic consequences for the region, causing long term damage created by the Treaty of Trianon, at least in terms of Hungary. To understand the root of the current minority problems involving millions of Hungarians, and the reason why the minority issue still festers, with occasional flare ups, and also to consider  effective solutions, one must find an answer to the question: why were millions of Hungarian nationals whose ancestors have lived in the area for centuries, if not for a thousand years, assigned to minority role by a treaty that was supposed to uphold the national self-determination principle? Why wasn’t the same principle applied to  Hungarians?

Even before and during the Great War, as W.W.I. was called before WW II had devastated the world for a second time in one lifetime, certain secret promises and agreements were made by the Allied and Associated Powers that were contrary to international law as then understood and to the “open diplomacy” principle. President Wilson in a speech to a joint session of Congress  on January 8, 1918, announced his famous 14 points and had strongly endorsed open diplomacy. The very first of the fourteen points states that “Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after which there shall be no private international understandings of any kind but diplomacy shall proceed frankly and in the public view.” Unfortunately, Wilson did not insist on its realization and the treaties, especially the one with Hungary, were based on promises concerning the partitioning of Hungary, made during, and even perhaps before the war.

 According to Quigley’s monumental work on “the history of the world in our time,” 

The peoples of the victorious nations had taken to heart their wartime propaganda about the rights of small nations, making the world safe for democracy, and putting an end to both power politics and secret diplomacy. These ideals had been given concrete form in Wilson’s Fourteen Points. Whether the defeated Powers felt the same enthusiasm for these high ideals is subject to dispute, but they have been promised, on November 5, 1918, that the peace settlements would be negotiated and would be based on the Fourteen Points. When it became clear that the settlements were to be imposed rather than negotiated, that the Fourteen Points were lost in the confusion, and the terms of the settlements gad been reached by a process of secret negotiations from which the small nations had been excluded and in which power politics played a much larger role than safety of democracy, there was a revulsion of feeling against the treaties.

As the result, “the treaty of Trianon [with Hungary] signed in 1920 was the most severe of the peace treaties and the most rigidly enforced.”

The secret agreements made with the so called Little Entente countries included partitioning Hungary to benefit Rumania
 and to create the countries of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia at Hungary’s expense. Although the exact boundaries, it seems, were determined at the Peace Conference, the Hungarian delegation was excluded from the discussions, and the United States Senate refused to ratify it.

If one looks at the ethnic map of the Carpathian basin, one will find huge chunks of territory populated by Hungarians, but attached to the newly created or enlarged countries. When the Hungarian government demanded plebiscites in these territories, the Four Powers that prepared the treaty allowed plebiscite only in Sopron, a city that was to be given to Austria. The rest of the Hungarian populated cities or regions that fell outside the proposed boundaries were denied the right to determine their own future.

This would seem puzzling, unless one looks at another map, one showing the railroad lines of Hungary. Most of the railroad lines radiated from Budapest, but then, just before the Carpathian Mountains begin, the radiating lines are connected, creating a grand circle at the perimeter of the Great Plains. The designers of the Treaty were determined to give this vital railroad line, encircling the Plains, to the successor states.
 The Subcommittee on Territorial Problems of the Advisory Committee on Post-War Foreign Policy within the State Department in a 1941 document on “Transylvania: Alternative Territorial Solutions” admits that (A)t the peace Conference in 1919, the railway connecting these cities was considered to be so great and strategic importance to Rumania that boundary was drawn to the west of it. The American territorial experts had recommended a line which cut across the railway in several places but was intended to secure a more just ethnic division.

Of course, the American delegation was overruled, and millions of ethnic Hungarians were detached from the main body of the nation and made a minority in their own ancestral homeland, just because they happened to live on the wrong side of the tracks, as the saying goes. This is why no plebiscite was allowed, because it would have meant that major portions of the railroad would have had to be returned to Hungary if the people on the other side voted to stay united with Hungary. In the case of Sopron along the Western border of Hungary there was no such danger, so the plebiscite was allowed. The residents of Sopron overwhelmingly voted to remain with Hungary rather than being attached to Austria as the peoples of Nagyvárad and the other cities given to Rumania would have.

Thus, almost the entire border with Rumania, and more than half with the then Czechoslovakia, was determined by where the railroad tracks were (see map in Appendix #1), without a plebiscite that international law and Wilson’s points required. The rest of the Czech border was drawn at the Danube, to create a natural boundary. As the result only about 40 per cent of the Trianon border around Hungary follows ethnic lines (much of it along the Drava river, separating Hungary and Croatia), while 60 per cent cuts into Hungarian ethnic territory.
 This explains why Hungary lost seventy two per cent of her territory and 64 per cent of its population.
 Of the total population transfer of 13.3 million people only 7.5 million (that includes the Croatians, who were Slavs, and thus were placed under Serbian rule in Yugoslavia) had belonged to the main ethnic category of the new country, which means that 5.8 million, that is 44% of the people detached from Hungary, was not Slovak, Rumanian, Serb, Croatian or Austrian. About 4 million of the 5.8 million were ethnic Hungarians who were transferred to become subjects of governments that have shown the deepest hatred of Hungary and Hungarians. And all this was done in the name of self-determination. 

To add insult to injury, even the 1.7 million Croats and the 1.9 million Slovaks were not given independence but were thrown under Serbian and Czech domination, respectively. Only the 2.5 million Rumanians, the 1.0 million Serbs and the .2 million Germans who were attached to Austria, a total of 3.7 million, out of 13.3, less than thirty per cent, and, incidentally, less than the number of Hungarians thrown into minority role, were truly “liberated”  from under foreign domination while a total of 9.6 million people, including the Slovaks and Croats were placed under new oppressors who were proven to be much worse than the allegedly oppressive Hungarian rule. In addition, probably a large number of Rumanians, especially the intelligentsia, might have preferred to remain with Hungary. The newly created racist regimes were (and are) second in cruelty only to South Africa, formerly infamous for her apartheid policies.

The end result of Trianon was a series of ethnically heterogeneous countries, and it bears repeating, in the name national self-determination. Based on data compiled  between 1960-65, of 135 nations examined Hungary ranks 35th, with 90% homogeneity rate, Rumania ranks 59th, with 75%, Czechoslovakia was 80th, with 51%, and Yugoslavia ranked 118th of the 135 countries, with only 25% of population belonging to the dominant ethnic group!

In retrospect, especially in light of the recent events in Bosnia, it is easy to see that entrusting the Serb ultra-nationalist with the right to govern all Southern Slavs and create a mini-empire in Yugoslavia was a grave error. Careful study of the minority situation in Rumania and Czechoslovakia, and since the break up of the Czechoslovakian state, in Slovakia, would lead one to similar conclusion. 

From a different perspective the Treaty of Trianon had another important consequence in the region: by following the railroad tracks, on the one hand, Hungary was deprived of a natural defense line, since the entire boundary line of Hungary  with Rumania, is on the Great Plane, while on the other side there are mountains. To understand the situation one should compare this with the Golan Heights in the Middle East, and the importance Israel places on that strategic territory. On the other hand, while the railroads at the peripheries of Rumania and Czechoslovakia added little to their economic well-being, it deprived Hungary of a vital link to connect major economic centers directly, thus seriously disrupting the economic life of the country at a time when the most cruel reparation burden was meted out to Hungary.

The Global Aspect

The global aspects of the situation in Central Europe involve two aspects: geo-politics and political culture. The geopolitical aspect was recognized by Halford J. Mackinder, a Scottish geopolitical expert and presented in a paper, “The Geographical Pivot of History,” before the Royal Geographical Society in 1904.

According to Mackinder, the Carpathian Basin is part  of the strategically most important region on Earth. It connects the West through the Balkan with the oil rich Middle East and the Orient, and along with Poland, the region separates East and West, expansionist Russia and Germany. Mckinder called this region the Heartland, and believed that whoever controls the Heartland, could control the World Island, that is, Europe and Asia, and whoever controls the World Island controls the world. 

After Mckinder made up this rule he warned the western democracies during and after WW I that to preserve world peace they should not allow Russia and Germany to be united, and should take control of this region to create a “tier of neutral countries,” from the North Sea to the Adriatic. He feared that if one  superpower, either Germany or Russia, would control the Heartland, it would be able to gain power over the Eurasian land mass, with its navy having access to both oceans and uniting German technological know-how and organizing ability with Russia’s natural resources and man power. Such a combination would become so powerful force that the democracies could not defend themselves. 

The makers of the Treaty of Trianon, instead of heeding McKinder’s advice, broke up the Austro-Hungarian empire and fragmented the region into artificial countries with sizable ethnic minorities and without much experience in self government. Under the disguise of self-determination, the main political goal of these countries, and the unifying force between the successor states in their foreign policies, was blind nationalism and a dream of an ethnically pure country to be achieved by expulsion, genocide, or forced assimilation of the millions of Hungarians and other ethnic groups, including Germans, Jews and Gypsies  living in their ancestral lands. 

The democracies failed to heed Mackinder’s warning after WW I and, in spite of  the international relations expert Spykeman’s warning, repeated the same mistake after WW II, and finally, even after Colin Grey’s warning about Russian imperialism during and after the Cold War, the democracies still have no policy to effectively deal with the problem of Central Europe and the Heartland, or the long-term relationship between Russia and Western Europe. Russia seems to be the only power interested in having a buffer zone for her protection and in preventing Poland and Hungary from joining NATO.

Nicholas John Spykman of Yale University in the conclusion of his monumental work on the world following W. W. II gives a searing criticism of Trianon and suggests how to correct the errors of Versailles and Trianon, albeit thirty years late, after the horrors of World War II, and the loss of millions of lives, not counting the economic destruction that could have been avoided by listening to Mackinder. According to Spykman, after the war ends, 

(T)he temptation will be almost irresistible to repeat the fatal blunders of 1919 and to believe that, the war having been won, we can return to our insular domain...

The greatest difficulty will be that of balancing Germany and Russia..... The easiest solution would be to give them common frontier. But if this should prove impossible, then the political unit between them should be a great eastern European federation from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, not a series of small buffer states... The Versailles settlement sacrificed economic and power considerations to the exclusive demands of the principle of self-determination.... The new peace will not only have to correct the balkanization of Europe, which was introduced after the First World War, but it also will have to achieve the integration of the other states into a few large units.

Colin S. Gray
 reinforces both Mackinder’s and Spykman’s views, although he is worried primarily in terms of a Soviet take-over of the Heartland, but he is just as adamant concerning the pivotal role of the region. According to Gray, the nuclear era does not diminish the significance of the region. Neither does the post-nuclear era. If we may hope to put the fears of a nuclear annihilation behind us, we are only returning to the times and concerns of Mackinder and Spykman. So there is every reason to continue to be interested in what is going on and who is likely to control East Central Europe should a crisis over the minority issue erupt again.

But even this geopolitical context does not tell the whole story. East Central Europe lies not only between East and West, but along the fault line between the two major cultural worlds: Western Christianity and Russified Byzantine Orthodoxy. The conflicting political cultures of some of the peoples around Hungary make the region a veritable time bomb waiting to explode, unless strong preventive action is taken. This division does not follow ethnic lines either. The Rumanians, for example, belong to the Byzantine sphere, except the Germans and Hungarians in Transylvania while Croatia and Slavonia, along with Hungary, belong to the Western Christian sphere. These are not just different religions but different world views and relationship to authority and other human beings. One of the causes of the troubles following the World War I treaties was the throwing together of various religious groups, like the Protestant Czechs and the Catholic Slovaks, the Catholic or Protestant (including Unitarian, a religion that originated in Transylvania) Hungarians and the Orthodox Rumanians, the Orthodox Serbs, the Catholic Croatians and the Muslim Bosnians. 

It seems as if the major powers dictating the terms of the peace and setting up a new Europe had been mesmerized by the representatives of the Czechs, Serbs and Rumanians, and defying reason, gave in with very little resistance, to their propaganda and their demands. 

Without wishing to get lost in the details of the Peace Treaty of Trianon, at least three more aspects should be mentioned, as part of the background

The Political and the Legal Aspects

The Treaty was forced on Hungary by blackmail. After the signing of the Armistice the Hungarian army was disbanded by the Hungarian government. If Hungary had refused to sign the Treaty, the Allied representatives had threatened Hungary to unleash the Rumanian army on the by then defenseless Hungary. Hungary was forced not only to ratify the Treaty but to make it a law. It is known as the 1921:XXXIII Law. The First Paragraph begins: “Tekintettel a kényszerhelyzetre...” (“Considering the forced situation...”). That is, the treaty was forced on Hungary, and by the most basic rules of justice, only freely entered contracts are valid.

The second point may be raised after reading Quigley’s analysis. He points out that the Hungarian leadership 

was persuaded to sign the Treaty of Trianon by a trick and ever afterward repudiated it. Maurice Paléologue, secretary-general of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs (but acting on behalf of France’s greatest industrialist, Eugene Schneider), made a deal with the Hungarians that if they would sign the Treaty of Trianon as it stood and give Schneider control of the Hungarian state railways, the port of Budapest, and the Hungarian General Creditbank France would eventually make Hungary one of the mainstay of  its anti-German block in Eastern Europe, would sign a military convention with Hungary, and would, at the proper time, obtain a drastic revision of the Treaty of Trianon. The Hungarian side of this complex deal was largely carried out, but British and Italian objections to the extension of French economic control into Central disrupted the negotiations and prevented Hungary from obtaining its reward.

It is hard to imagine that the secretary-general of the ministry could enter (and be taken seriously) in such a significant and complex deal without the approval of his boss, French Premier Georges Clemenceau (known as the Tiger), or at least of the Foreign Minister. But if Clemenceau was involved with this deal, is it possible that he had endeavored on purpose to make the terms of the Treaty especially harsh on Hungary, to give reason to Hungary to agree to the deal in the hope of getting it modified in due time (that had never materialized), and at the same time blackmail Hungary and get a foothold for French industrial interests in Hungary? Thus, the Treaty of Trianon not only violated Wilson’s promise of open diplomacy, but also violated his promise of no more power politics in the region.

It is indeed a triple irony that France, seemingly the instigator of the events that had led to the outbreak of the war to prevent the spreading of German influence in the Middle East, was not only sitting in judgment over Hungary, a victim of the Hapsburg aspirations and the only opponent of the war at the Imperial Crown Council (while the representatives of the minorities were all enthusiastic supporters of the line that eventually led to the war), and French businessmen not only benefited at the expense of Hungary but France made Rumania, Hungary’s deadly enemy, the main stay of her Central European policy!

It seems that after the discovery of secret documents in Paris President Mitterand made some comments  in Budapest in the late 1980’s (for which he was severely criticized by the Rumanians) that some might consider an apology and admission of an error. There are also some signs, albeit weak and somewhat ambiguous, that now France is ready to at least accept steps that would help to remedy the human rights situation in the successor states, and at times obvious friction has developed between the Rumanian and French governments.

One example of such friction occurred at the 1989 UN Human Rights Commission Hearings in Geneva. M. Michel Rocard, the Prime Minister of France and a member of the Commission, stated in his remarks on February 6 that 

The Commission should not hesitate to investigate situations similar to the one experienced by the unfortunate people of Romania, whose leaders had cut themselves off from the great current that had just been enshrined in Europe with the adaptation, in Vienna, of procedures to safeguard human rights.

The Romanian response as reported next day in a Press Release never denied the charge. Instead, managed to insult France and compare the situation in France to that of Rumania:

The observer for Romania said the guest of honour yesterday had made insinuations concerning his country--insinuations he rejected. If the Prime Minister of France had looked clearly at the question of human rights, including in his own country, he might have seen millions of human beings dying of disease, and deprivation, millions of unemployed and hundreds of thousands homeless. Would it not have been wiser for the representative of France to start by “sweeping in his own backyard”? he asked.

This exchange took place, of course, in the waning months of the Ceausescu regime. Also, the Rumanian response compares apples with oranges. It is one thing if in spite of positive government policies unemployment and poverty exists, and government sponsored discrimination, terror and genocide is another thing. But even after the fall of the hated dictator, the situation for Rumania’s minorities had not changed much until the recent elections in 1996. In statements even after the fall of Ceausescu, French officials seem to have indicated their interest in keeping the issue alive and putting pressure on Rumania to mend her ways. 

But in these days of reparations and apologies the least that France owes Hungary and the Hungarian nation is, if not a strong and direct apology, at least a belated but sincere effort to right the wrongs committed at Trianon over 75 years ago!
Concerning the threat of force and use of trickery to make Hungary accept the harsh terms of the Treaty of Trianon one may attempt to argue, of course, that the consent of Hungary was not required, since the decision of the Allied and Associated Powers was based on international law.
But international law is a nebulous concept. There is no international law in the sense of positive, legislated law that we are familiar with and that can be enforced, and violators punished. Usually four sources of International Law are mentioned by textbooks: the principles laid down by the Dutch Hugo Grotius, the “Father of International Law,”
 agreements in bi- or multi-lateral treaties, tradition, and international court decisions (precedents). 

But there are problems with these the “laws” based on any of these sources. First, there is a basic conflict between the concept of binding law and the concept of sovereignty. Sovereignty, being the supreme authority over a certain territory and the population thereof, would be compromised if outside, international organizations would interfere in the internal matters of a country. Therefore traditional international law does not provide enforcement machinery in domestic matters. Second, even if a court is available to decide disputes, international courts have jurisdiction only if both parties agree, just like in domestic arbitration cases and even then, complying with a court decision is up to the “boy scout honor” of each of the parties. Third, treaties are signed and ratified voluntarily and there are provisions to abrogate a treaty if it does not serve the interest of a party anymore. Fourth, the principles proposed by Grotius are general, and lastly, one can find cases in tradition to justify just about anything. Yet, it should be noted that the kind of boundary changes and application of self-determination introduced at Trianon were not based on any of the above sources, and has never became a tradition! In addition, general legal concepts that have been used, although not explicitly invoked at Trianon, like ex post facto laws, or use of threats to obtain compliance and other similar morally objectionable behavior, even if used sporadically, are generally shunned in international relations also. Although both Trianon and the Nuremberg Trials seem to prove that might makes right, might is not considered a source of international law!

III. THE DIAGNOSIS

Medicine distinguishes genetic or inherited and acquired diseases. There are no comparable genetic causes of problems in international relations. Human nature is not inherently violent and no conflict is inevitable. Every conflict and problem is acquired in the sense that it is caused by some human  mistake in the course of history. So it is with the minority problem in Central Europe. International law, as designed by Grotius, was a set of common sense rules intended to reduce conflict and maintain international peace and order. Violating or circumventing such law can only cause conflicts and violence.  And the more one waits in correcting the situation, just like with human illnesses, the more radical operation is needed.

Neither of the two main pretenses used to mutilate Hungary at the Trianon Peace Conference has been known and accepted in international law, and even if it was accepted, the first pretense is patently false, invented only to justify a preconceived conclusion.

The Question Of Responsibility
The first pretense was articulated by M. Millerand in his cover letter of transmittal: “The Allied and Associated Powers ... cannot forget how great is Hungary’s responsibility for the outbreak of the world war, and in general, for the imperialist policies of the Dual Monarchy.”
 

In other words, Hungary had to be punished for her responsibility for the outbreak of the war. First, even if true, at best adequate (or even punitive) material compensation is the proper method of punishment. Although the amount of compensation required in Part VIII of the Treaty is unjustified and exorbitant, based on Hungary’s responsibility as stated in Art. 161, in the case of compensation only the amount is disputed and not the principle. But mutilating a country as punishment for aggression, or deciding that Hungary could not handle her minority problem and detaching even minority inhabited territories, let alone areas with pure or majority Hungarian population from Hungary as the solution, is nowhere allowed in international law, except in the principle of might makes right. 

But even a cursory examination should reveal that Hungary was the least responsible of all the parties involved in causing the war. L. W. Cramer of Columbia University in his detailed study
 finds enough blame to go around and ascribes some to all participants. Even the United States was drawn into the conflict through her own deliberate behavior that led to the sinking of the Lusitania. Cramer quotes then Senator laFollette:

Four days before the Lusitania sailed, President Wilson was warned in person by Secretary of State Bryan that the Lusitania had six million rounds of ammunition aboard, besides explosives and that the passengers who proposed to sail on that vessel were sailing in violation of a statute of this country, that no passengers shall travel upon a railroad train or sail upon a vessel that carries dangerous explosives. And Mr. Bryan appealed to President Wilson to stop passengers from sailing upon the Lusitania.
 

Therefore it is tempting to conclude that civilian passengers were deliberately used on the Lusitania as a bait to trigger the American war machine to enter the war on the side of the Allies.

It is impossible to detail the complicated web of secret or semi-secret alliances and maneuvers in the three decades preceding the outbreak in 1914. Cramer first distinguished between “the more fundamental underlying causes [of the war] which reach far back into diplomacy  and history of Europe”
  that preceded the assassination, and immediate causes, the events following the assassination. He summarizes 

the underlying causes in four categories: 

1. the complex of secret alliances upon which the alleged ‘Balance of Power’ rested;

2. nationalism; 

3. imperialism;

4. militarism.

...in respect to these four underlying causes the responsibility must be shared by all the powers in question. 
 

In fact, he seems to suggest, based on the evidence, that in at least two if not all four causes, the Allied side was at least as, if not more guilty than the Central Powers.
 

It is obvious that since the Franco-Prussian War that Germany won decisively in 1871, but at least since 1891 the two sides, including Germany, France, Russia and England, were lining up, waiting for a spark to start a war that each side expected to win.
  In 1907 England joined France and Russia in what became the Triple Entente. 

It seems the last of the series of steps in getting ready for a global conflict took place just months before the assassination. According to Admiral Horthy’s memoirs in November 1913 the three Axis powers had entered into a secret agreement about convening their naval forces in the Naples (Italy) area, and “only a few months prior to this England and France concluded a similar agreement.”
  

Cramer presents evidence that seems to show that both before the outbreak of the war, and during the war, the Allied side was the more ruthless, cunning, and treacherous. For example, he quotes from a report of the Russian Ambassador in London to Sazonov,  the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, a conversation on November 20, 1914 with Grey, the British Minister of Foreign Affairs:

He (Grey) has told me enough to prove to us that under certain special conditions, England would enter the war. For this, in my opinion, two conditions are necessary: in the first place, the active intervention of France must make this war a general one; secondly, it is absolutely necessary that the responsibility for the aggression fall upon our opponents.... The question of who is to be the aggressor will be of greatest significance. Only under these circumstances would the British government have the support of the public opinion which the government needs for energetic action....

In other words, all they have to do is to provoke and trick Germany and/or Austria to strike the first blow, get France into the conflict and the English public will be misled into supporting a war that their government was itching to get into. Both tasks were easy. Because of Germany’s central geographic position between the two hostile nations, France and Russia, Germany could not fight on two fronts at the same time. So to defend herself she had to rely on a plan of preemptive strike against France first, before Russia completes its mobilization, so they can then concentrate their forces on the Eastern Front, according to the Schlieffen Plan that was known to the French. It was named after Graf  Alfred von Schlieffen, chief of the German General Staff.

This plan had provided the loop-hole the Allied Powers needed. They could instigate the hostilities and still pin the blame for aggression on Germany, as long as Russia only mobilized but did not attack.
 But the French government’s behavior also belies a high degree of callousness toward their own people. They knew that the Schlieffen Plan calls for the immediate overrun of France and the full defeat of the French army, yet, in the hope of ultimate victory, they were ready to accept it.

As for involving France, it was no great problem. In fact, France almost insisted in being part of any major conflict since the “rigorously secret” Franco-Russian Military Convention of 1894 has tied the two countries military action close together. Again, the only condition was that it had to look like Germany was the aggressor to trigger the treaty. “The terms of the treaty were not published until 1918. Even the French parliament, when it declared war on Germany, did not fully know the exact nature of the obligations which the French government had assumed toward Russia.”
 

France took another major step toward coaxing Russia into eventual military action when in 1911 France signed a convention with Russia

to allow Russia to float annual loans of between four hundred and five hundred million francs on the Paris market for railway construction, on condition that Russia immediately undertake to build strategic railways agreed upon between the Military Staffs and that the peace-time effectiveness of the Russian army be notably increased.

France was just as supportive of making the war as general as possible even after the assassination. Instead of cautioning and urging moderation in light of the almost certain attack on Serbia, 

France assured Russia of her support in accordance with the obligations of the Franco-Russian alliance.... This was the equivalent of a ”blank check” whereby France would support Russia whatever steps she took to prevent Austria from carrying out her plans against Serbia.

In light of the Schlieffen plan, this meant that Russia’s mobilization would draw Germany into the conflict, and Germany would be forced to attack France. While the French government continued to instigate the outbreak of the war through the Russian and Serbian governments, the Austrian Crown Council (in which Hungary had one single vote, which was cast by Prime Minister Kalman Tisza against the hard-liner position while the representatives of all the other minorities supported the hard line all along), voted on July 7th for a strong response,
 demanding the surrender of those responsible for the assassination. Due to Tisza’s objection,
 the plan was shelved, however, at this time. On July 14, “irritated perhaps by the provocative attitude of Serbian governmental officials and newspapers, and impressed by the considerations put forward by Brechtold, Tisza finally gave way in the a Cabinet meeting and agreed that the terms of the Serbian ultimatum should intentionally be made unacceptable.”

But Tisza still wasn’t through. When on July 19 the Cabinet decided on the final draft, before Tisza would give his consent to the adoption of the ultimatum, he forced the Cabinet, in a futile effort to localize the war, to unanimously agree “that immediately upon the outbreak of the war a declaration would be made to the Powers that the Monarchy was not conducting a war of conquest and did not intend to incorporate the Kingdom of Serbia....”

The ultimatum was delivered on July 23, with a 48 hour time limit to respond. The Serbian government responded with mobilization, and the Serbs refused to turn over the assassin.

Horthy’s Memoirs also give an interesting insight into the Austrian thinking that contributed to the aggressive stand of Austria, and explains Hungary’s reluctance to support the Austrian stand. After the assassination Horthy was summoned by Crown Prince Charles, the new heir to the Crown after Ferdinand’s assassination, and asked Horthy “Well, what can we expect?” “A world war,” Horthy responded, to which Charles explained that he had just been assured by the Austrian Foreign Minister that the war will be confined to Serbia. When Horthy explained why the war would spread beyond Serbia, the astonished crown prince cried out “how awful it would be!”
 It seems the Hungarians had a better awareness of the international situation than the Austrians.

Austria-Hungary itself had been a minor power in this configuration, but unfortunately, within the Monarchy Hungary had little to do with foreign policy. After the death of Ferdinand, neither the Monarchy, nor Hungary had any territorial claims or imperialistic aspirations. So why would Hungary be the aggressor?

In spite of basing their verdict on the charge that Hungary was chiefly responsible for the war, the Allied and Associated Powers sitting in judgment in Trianon never examined the question. So let us do, belatedly, their homework for them. In a metaphysical and dictionary sense, the aggressor is one who first disturbs peace or makes an unprovoked attack. Hugo Grotius, a 16th century Dutchman, who is considered the father of international law, gives a similar definition: “the breakers of the peace are not those who resist violence with violence, but those who use violence first.”

In this sense Serbia and the Panslav interests in Russia behind her, along with France behind Russia that had encouraged terrorist acts against the Monarchy for at least ten years prior to the successful assassination at Sarajevo were the obvious aggressors. The assassination of the Crown Prince and his wife was only the most spectacular act of at least seven acts of terror in four years trying to spark a war. But was Serbia responsible for the act? According to Grotius again, 

if the subjects commit an act of armed violence without orders from their state, it will be necessary to discover whether the act of private individuals can be called officially approved? ... Three things are needed to constitute such approval: knowledge of the acts, power to punish them, and negligence to do so.... Such negligence is equal to command.
 

There is little doubt that all three elements were present in the case of the Sarajevo murders. Aside from the Serbian army providing the bombs and revolvers and arranging to smuggle the assassins into Bosnia, “members of the cabinet, including Pashitch, the Premier, knew of the plot a month beforehand but took no effective measures to prevent its execution or to properly notify Austria,” other than “a vague hint that the presence of Francis-Ferdinand at the army maneuvers in Bosnia might lead disaffected Serbian youths in the Austrian army to attempt his life.”
  So on account of the murder, Serbia was the immediate aggressor, with Russia and France right behind Serbia. 

But what about responsibility for spreading the war beyond Serbia? Granted, the Note from the Monarchy was a severe one. But does that constitute aggression? The 1894 Franco-Russian military alliance specified that “the aggressor is the one who mobilizes first.” Under this criteria the verdict is easy: Serbia mobilized her forces first, on July 25, 1914, nine hours before the Austrian ultimatum expired. Austria-Hungary announced mobilization only six hours after the Serbs. Russia also mobilized secretly the same day. Thus, no matter how one twists it, Hungary was not the aggressor and was in no way responsible for World War I.

National Self-Determination
The second pretense used at Trianon was the right of the nationalities in Hungary to self-determination. But according to Clyde Eagleton, writing in 1953, thirty five years after Trianon, in the prestigious Foreign Affairs, the publication of the Council on Foreign Relations, 

(T)he concept of self determination is not a simple one, and it has always defied definition. It is a two-edged concept which can disintegrate as well as unify; consider the Austro-Hungarian Empire. There has never been a judge to pass upon its claims; indeed, there has never been a law by which judgment could be issued. The textbooks of international law do not recognize any legal right of self-determination, nor do they know any standards for determining which groups are entitled to independence; on the contrary, international law holds that a state which intervenes to aid a rebellious group to break away from another state is itself committing an illegal act. Furthermore, if and when a group has factually established itself, other states have no obligation to recognize it as a legal power, a sovereign state. The emphasis has been upon the word “self”; the group itself must fight through to what it wanted. Secession or revolution could not be recognized as a legal right. There was no community law, or judge, or machinery, to uphold a claim of self-determination.

While there has been some evolution in the role of the UN in the matter of self-determination since this was written in 1953, Eagleton’s position certainly was valid in 1920! This means that since “international law holds that a state which intervenes to aid a rebellious group to break away from another state is itself committing an illegal act,” the signatories of the Trianon peace treaties breaking up Austria-Hungary and assisting Hungary’s minorities to break away from Hungary in the name of national self-determination,  the case Eagleton uses to illustrate his point, had violated international law. 

The real reason for breaking up Hungary was the existence of secret agreements entered into during the war to reward certain countries to stay out of the war, or to enter it on the allied side. There are also conspiracy theories that suggest, without any credible evidence yet quite persuasively that since Hungary was punished more severely than any of the principals in the conflict, there might be some anti-Hungarian conspiracy at work.

As for the lack of the right to rebel, it means only that every government has both the  right (to protect the leadership) and the responsibility (to protect stability) to defend itself. Thus, there can be no contrary right (to rebellion, that is) within the same legal system. Therefore  governments may take appropriate steps to prevent a revolution and to punish participants in a failed revolution. On the other hand, this should not be viewed to give governments absolute right to oppress people. De facto successful revolutions and secessions become legitimized after the fact, and the revolutionary or secessionist government may be recognized as legitimate by the international community.

The recent developments in the concept of self-determination and related international law will be discussed later. At this point we shall focus on this issue only as much as necessary to place Trianon in the full context of international law as it was enunciated by Grotius.

To understand the reasoning behind Eagleton’s argument one must go back to Grotius again, who derives his norms from the common sense approach and suggests that without some rules there can be no stable international system: “It is in the interest of human society that governments should be firmly established, beyond the hazards of controversy, and all presumptions that help promote such a state of things should be favorably considered.”
  Sovereign equality and the concept of territorial integrity has been universally recognized since Grotius as the basis of international law.

Grotius distinguishes between private ownership and assertion of sovereignty. Both are “forms of  taking possession of things that belong to no one.” Sovereignty is supreme power or jurisdiction by a central government over people or territory.
  “Sovereignty is not on a level with other things; instead, it far surpasses them in the nobility of its purpose.”
 Taking possession over a territory, however,  even for a length of time, is not sufficient to establish sovereign possession. Even undeclared intention is not sufficient, according to Grotius. Sovereign intentions must be “disclosed by some outward sign,”
 like planting a flag or some equivalent symbol. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to apply the principle of sovereignty to nomadic or migrating populations temporarily occupying a territory without a central government.

Private ownership also starts by taking property that does not belong to anyone, and it has to be marked or staked out (and registered to an owner) and can be alienated, but in civilized countries it is subject to certain laws established by the sovereign.

Once sovereignty is established, it can be alienated by conquest, but then there is nothing to prevent the previous sovereign to regain, by force if necessary, the lost territory: “Sovereignty won by force can be overthrown by force.”
  Sovereign possession can also be abandoned, freely or voluntarily surrendered, or exchanged for consideration, like sovereign rights over Alaska was purchased from the Russian sovereign by the sovereign United States of America. It should be noted that on the one hand, alienation of sovereignty does not affect private property rights, which are an entirely different (though similar) issue. In other words, the purchase of Alaska did not affect any private ownership rights on the territory of Alaska. On the other hand, owning, purchasing, or taking private property does not change, nor does it  give one the right to change sovereignty. If the Cubans would purchase half, or even the entire state of  Florida, it would still remain US territory, until the US would cede it, through a treaty, to the sovereign state of Cuba, or Cuba conquers it from the United States with military force, or the new residents in Florida would stage a successful revolution against the United States and establish the sovereign country of Florida.

In the case of Quebec Province, sovereignty over Canada was transferred peacefully from England to the multi-ethnic Canadian provinces as a unit. Although most of the property is owned by French speaking Canadians, the private property ownership rights of French Canadians does not automatically translate into sovereign rights for Quebec.

Because sovereignty is so special, it is protected above other considerations, as Eagleton suggested. Revolutions are domestic matters of a country (this is why the Soviet Union has violated international law in entering Czechoslovakia in 1968, and intervening in the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, justifying the UN investigation). As for the issue of self-determination, Eagleton is right. There is no such positive right--as yet, although one may argue that it is included in the general concept of basic human rights. But the lack of positive international law does not mean that it cannot be accomplished voluntarily or forced out by violent means. In Grotius the  question of self-determination comes up discussing “Public Good Faith in the Ending of War; in Particular, Treaties of Peace” in Chapter XX, Article 5 which deals with the subject of treaties.  According to Grotius again, 

[I]n order that any part of the sovereignty may be alienated validly, there must be two consents, the consent of the whole body, and, in particular, the consent of the body in question, which cannot be rent away against its will from the body to which it has belonged. 

In other words, treaties can create new sovereignty only with the approval of the population of both the mother country and of the proposed new sovereignty. This was implied in Wilson’s fourteen points, but denied by the makers of the Treaty of Trianon. A. Millerand, in the name of the Allied and Associated Powers, dismisses the Hungarian demand for a plebiscite with some self-serving, unproved and undocumented remarks. In his cover letter to the Treaty, A. Millerand wrote the following:

It is true that the Hungarian Peace Delegation argues that the Conditions of Peace never ordered popular referendum. If the Allied and Associated Powers considered it unnecessary to proceed with such a survey of the population, it was because they were convinced that if such a survey was based on conditions guaranteeing sincere expression of opinion, it would not lead to substantially different results, than what the Powers concluded, based on careful analysis of Central Europe’s ethnographic relationships and national aspirations.

This is nonsense, of course. First, there is no such assumption allowed by Grotius or any other expert on International Law. Second, Millerand confuses referendum with survey. The Hungarian government requested, according to international law, a binding referendum, and Millerand talks about an information gathering survey. Third, if one looks at the statistics given above showing that out of 13.3 million, a total of 3.7 million, less than thirty per cent were truly “liberated” from under foreign domination, while 9.6 million people were forced to live under a different foreign rule, the conclusion of the Allied and Associated powers seems absurd! Let us look at the ethnic composition of the new states. In the newly formed multi-national state of Czechoslovakia, 

in a total population of 13 million, Czechs comprised only 6.3 million or 48.4%; with 25% Germans; 16% Slovaks; 9% Hungarians; and the rest divided between Ruthenians, Poles and others. In Yugoslavia there were only 54% Serbs; in Rumania 67% Rumanians; but in Transylvania there were only 54% Rumanians.

It was only a small, unrepresentative sample of extreme nationalist leaders, most of them refugees, residing abroad,  who had made the secret deals among themselves and politicians of the Allied Powers during the war, and convinced the delegations of the Allied and Associated Powers to partition Hungary. Thus they had created a political situation where they have satisfied their own personal aspirations to assume power over and at the expense of their own and other nationalities in newly created or enlarged multi-national states. So, at best, the Allied and Associated Powers were misled and hoodwinked by a group of Rumanian and Czech political émigrés led by Edward Benes and Thomas Masaryk. Masaryk had an American wife to assist him in carrying out his propaganda and his plans to create a “Democratic Czech Republic.” 

Benes, during the last phase of the war “urged the great powers: “Detruisez l’Autriche-Hongroie (Destroy Austria-Hungary). This slogan was adopted by the French Premier Clemenceau and became one of the dominant principles of the Paris Peace Conference of 1919.”

Thus, national self-determination had nothing, or very little to do with the territorial decisions during the Peace Conference. But if it had, Grotius’ rule would still apply. He makes an exception to the rule requiring two plebiscites: “In case of extreme or other ways inevitable necessity, a part may by itself transfer to other hands the sovereignty over itself without consent of all the people.”
 

This means, on the one hand, that the majority of a state has no inherent right to oppress a sizable minority and the international community may assist in freeing such oppressed people to gain independence. On the other hand, this creates the classical definition of  self-determination: “transfer to other hands the sovereignty over itself without consent of all the people” or their government, and sets the perfect justification for self-determination: “extreme or other ways inevitable necessity.”

Therefore the international community would not violate international law to recognize a unilateral determination to secede in extreme situations. But the terms of the Treaty of Trianon transferring sovereignty were not based on claiming such extreme or other wise inevitable necessity, therefore both referendums, one in the mother country, and one in the affected territory should have been held. But even in a case of extreme or other ways inevitable necessity, only the referendum all the people, i.e. the people in the mother country can be dispensed with; a referendum should have been held at least in the affected territory. 

Therefore no argument will validate the false claim that the carving up of Hungary at Trianon was based on international law! In fact, Trianon was illegal!

A good case can be made today in light of this requirement that the Bosnian conflict could  be resolved peacefully by breaking up Bosnia only if  both the entire population of Bosnia and each of its three constituent nationalities, if they can be identified and separated for voting purposes, would approve in a referendum the separation and creation of three independent sovereignties that can decide their future after the separation. But if one nation, let us say the Serbs of Bosnia or the Albanians of Kosovo would decide in a referendum, based on obvious and reasonable claim of extreme or other ways inevitable necessity, they should have the right to secede and any international rule prohibiting it violates Grotius’s principle.

The well documented oppressive and obstinate attitude (including forced assimilation and even the threat of genocide) of the Rumanian, Serbian or the former Slovak governments elected and aided by certain ultra-nationalist groups in those countries, leading the massive protests from the oppressed minorities, could be considered extreme and other ways inevitable necessity to justify and provide sufficient reason to consider allowing a referendum in the affected regions about the separation from their current sovereign and create their own sovereign or hand it over to another sovereign.

On the other hand, in the dispute between Quebec and the rest of Canada, there has been no extreme or other ways inevitable necessity alleged. At the same time the secession of Quebec would break up Canada not into two but three parts, geographically severing Eastern and Western Canada, with the most serious economic and other consequences for English speaking Canada. Therefore, it would seem that to maintain good order, both referendums should be required. It should also be noted that the separatists are not demanding more rights, since Canada not only has one of the worlds most progressive minority policies, but Quebec already has considerable autonomy in domestic and economic matters. Many oppressed minorities would be glad to have half as much rights and autonomy as the people of Quebec have. Quebec separatists just want separation, not more rights. 

Therefore in the absence of both referendums, the Ottawa government has the right (and obligation) to protect the unity of Canada, and to punish any rebels. Also, no foreign government should recognize a break-away group as Quebec’s legitimate and sovereign government unless they have succeeded in a revolution, or alternatively, they have proven to the international community or the World Court a case of extreme or other ways inevitable necessity. Because of geography, the third alternative allowed by Grotius, that is, France or any other country conquering Quebec by force, is not a realistic alternative. Where geographically feasible, however, countries conquering contiguous regions of neighboring countries where their co-nationals resided is another option that has been used to solve minority problems. In this case, however, Grotius warns that “(S)overeignty won by force can be overthrown by force.”

This standard, as suggested by Grotius, is pretty vague in itself and needs further definition. It seems that the distinction made by Pope Pius XI can be helpful in this matter: “there is ... room for fair and moderate nationalism, which is the breeding ground of many virtues, but beware of exaggerated nationalism as of a veritable curse.”
 The suggested standard is this, then: is the effort to secede motivated and driven by a desire to protect the survival of moderate nationalism and to obtain the right to continue in their language and culture or life-style against attacks from exaggerated nationalism, and every other, more moderate effort, including demands for autonomy, has failed, or is it an effort by exaggerated nationalists to disrupt social cooperation among peaceful ethnic communities? Without passing judgment at this point over any secessionist movement, it is obvious that there are some such movements where survival of the national identity is not in danger, and therefore those movements would not meet Grotius’, or any other criteria, by the Pope’s standard.

 Thus, the matter of self-determination is not a dead issue. As far as international law is concerned, it applies to any situation, including Central Europe, and more specifically the Carpathian Basin and the Hungarian minorities in the countries surrounding Hungary. Unilateral secession could be approved only if extreme necessity is proven. If it is proven, then it would be up to the World Community and the UN to order and supervise such a referendum in the affected areas. 

Creating autonomous regions with shared sovereignty, as will be argued later as a more moderate compromise solution, designed to eliminate the need for the more radical secession, should be handled the same way, since it involves re-taking some sovereign functions over their own affairs from the current sovereign, while leaving other sovereign functions to the central government of the country. In case of extreme necessity, the international community should allow the people of the affected area to have a referendum and proclaim, and if necessary, order or force the majority nation to negotiate or accept such autonomy for the minority.

Is the Minority Issue a Domestic concern?

Although this question is not really a part of the diagnosis, it is a relevant part of the history of the region and places the countries with  Hungarian minorities in a somewhat unique situation.

The only substantive argument that can be made against raising the issue of self-determination is insistence that the question of minorities is an internal matter for the countries involved. But in the countries under discussion the change of sovereign possession was accomplished by treaties that included certain restrictions and conditions, making the relevant  internal matters subject to international jurisdiction and control. Thus, in addition to the international provisions that one might suggest in cases of extreme or otherwise inevitable necessity, this situation is also controlled by international treaties!

M. Millerand, in his cover letter, specifically talks about the issue of protecting minority rights and tries to assuage the Hungarian government: “As for the Hungarian ethnic islands falling under such (alien) sovereignty, Rumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene state has already signed, and the Czech-Slovak state has ratified treaties to assure the protection of the minorities, fully guaranteeing their interests.”
 

Interestingly, even some Rumanians admit that international protection of the minorities was a condition, albeit an unwelcome one, of receiving the territories with Hungarian population by the Treaty of Trianon. In a book published in 1971 by the Academy of the Socialist Republic of Rumania, intended as Rumanian propaganda to justify their behavior, the authors admit that 

(T)he Trianon Treaty includes some causes which affected to some extent the independence and sovereignty of the Rumanian State; the Rumanian delegation at the Peace Conference accepted these clauses under pressure from the representatives of the Great Powers. Such was the clause providing for the protection of the national minorities from the outside...

The protests of the Rumanian delegation against these clauses ... were ignored by the Great Powers. Article 47 was included in the Treaty, stipulating that Rumania pledges itself to Hungary to include in a Treaty concluded with the Chief Allied and Associated Powers such provisions as these powers may consider necessary to protect in Rumania the interests of citizens who differ from the majority of the population in respect of race, language or religion.
Undoubtedly, by such provisions the Big Powers reserved their right to interfere in Rumania’s internal affairs.

While factually accurate, the implication of the above quote is false. It seems to imply that the clauses were forced upon Rumania. This is false, of course. Unlike the Hungarian government, that was forced to ratify the loss of her territory and population without gaining anything in return, there was no force exercised upon Rumania to accept the deal that gave Rumania Hungarian and German inhabited territories in Transylvania for guarantees of minority rights. The clauses were part of a contractual agreement: if Rumania wanted the territories, they had to ratify (and carry out) the clauses. Once the contract was ratified and the transfer of the territory was consummated, the clauses were to be binding, like it or not! And if the Rumanian state refuses to honor one part of the contract, according to basic legal principles, the other part also becomes invalid and the entire contract becomes null and void. Therefore, if the discrimination, oppression and forced assimilation of the Hungarian population continues and Rumania refuses to honor the protective part of the treaties and fails to grant at least shared sovereignty in the form of autonomy, Transylvanian Hungarians should be justified to re-claim the sovereignty over themselves, and if they wish, to return to Hungary. Furthermore, the Great Powers that made the decision to turn millions of Hungarians over to these countries, should feel obligated to assist the Hungarian minority to free itself from the oppressive regimes. The same principles apply, of course, to the other affected countries, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia and their successor states, Slovakia and rump Yugoslavia.

The Treaty of Paris (1947) concluded with Rumania after World War II also contains protection for the minorities under international guarantee. Right after Articles 1 and 2 which deal with and restore Rumania’s boundaries with Hungary to the Trianon boundaries,  Art. 3 prohibits legal discrimination and requires Rumania to guarantee equal protection based on “race, sex, language or religion.” Article 5 requires that Rumania dissolve and prohibit “in the future the existence and activities of organizations of that nature which have as their aim denial of the people of their democratic rights.” But what is most important, the Treaty also contains a provision making the minority issue subject of international supervision without time limit in Art. 38.1: 

Except where another procedure is specifically provided under any Article of the present Treaty, any dispute concerning interpretation or execution of the Treaty, which is not settled by direct diplomatic negotiations, shall be referred to the Three Heads of Mission acting under Article 37, except in this case the Heads of Mission will not be restricted by the time limit provided in that Article...

This makes the minority issue in Rumania a legitimate concern of the Allied and Associated Powers and specifically, the Three Heads of Mission (i.e. the Heads of the Diplomatic Missions of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America in Bucharest; see Art. 37). As for the time limit, while Article 37 limits the authority of the Heads of Mission to “a period not to exceed eighteen months,” it must be obvious that the nature of protection afforded in Articles 3 and 5 were not meant for only a period of 18 months but as permanent protections, therefore the provision of “no time limit,” expressed in Art. 38 is the relevant rule. 

Thus, the main argument Rumania uses in defense of its minority policies is that it is their own internal matter, has never been valid, and the Paris Treaty of 1947 only re-enforced the previous situation. According to Lazarovich, 

(T)he danger of allotting millions of other nationalities to the newly created micro-states was foreseen at the [Trianon] Peace Conference for which reason signing of a “Treaty for the Protection of Minorities” was required when accepting the peace treaties. Some representatives of the newly created states refused to sign it. This revolt was led by Rumanian Bratinau.

This should have been a sufficient warning for the major powers to think it over twice granting sovereignty over millions of national minorities to these politicians, and especially makes it obvious that  Millerand’s above quoted statement in his cover letter was not quite justified. 

But the point is made perhaps most forcefully by President Wilson. In response to Bratinau, the President stated the obvious: 

Mr. Bratinau suggested that we could not, so to say, invade the sovereignty of Rumania, an ancient sovereignty, and make certain prescriptions with regard to the rights of minorities. But I beg him to observe that he is overlooking the fact that he is asking the sanction of the Allied and Associated Powers for great additions of territory which came to Rumania by the common victory of arms, and therefore we are entitled to say: “If we agree to these additions of territory we have the right to insist upon certain guarantees of peace.”

Under tremendous pressure, Czechoslovakia signed the Minority Treaty on September 10, 1919, and the treaty is known as the Treaty of Saint-Germain-an-Laye. Article 1 of the Treaty required that its Articles 2-8 be “recognized as fundamental laws and that no law, regulation or official action will conflict or interfere with these stipulations, nor shall any law, regulation or official action prevail over them.” These Articles guarantee equal treatment to every citizen of the new Czechoslovakia “without distinction of birth, nationality, language, race or religion.”

Seeing the pressure to protect minorities, in his eagerness to please the great powers, Benes went so far that he had presented a “Protocol on Behalf of Czechoslovakia to the Commission for the New States” at the peace conference, on May 20, 1919, which begins with the following declaration of intent: 

1. The Czechoslovak Government intends  to organize its state by taking as the bases of the rights of the nationalities the principles applied in the constitution of the Swiss Republic, that is to say, the Government designs to make of the Czechoslovak Republic a sort of Switzerland,  while paying regard, of course, to the special conditions in Bohemia.”

While such a declaration sounds great, it is more than strange that it mentions only the Czechs and Germans, and fails to mention Hungarians and even Slovaks who will live in this New Switzerland. From this, and from their reluctance to sign the minority treaties, especially the Rumanians, the Associated Powers should have been suspicious enough not to entrust millions of ethnics to their domination without stronger and enforceable guarantees, unless some of the Associated Powers had some hidden interests or agenda..

It took less than a decade to make it obvious that Benes’s promises were empty words  and that the reluctance of the Rumanians to accept any restriction on their treatment of the minorities were the true indicators of things to come. Oszkar Jaszi, an expert on minority affairs, Minister of Minority Affairs in the Karolyi Government, and a supporter of regional autonomy and a federal solution to Hungary’s minority problems, wrote a prophetic work in the 1920’s while Professor of Political Science at Oberlin College in the United States. 

Although many consider some of Jaszi’s work anti-Hungarian, hurting, or at least not too favorable to the Hungarian cause, as it is shown even in the following quotes, in the last chapter of his work on the collapse of the Hapsburg Monarchy he summarizes the post World War I situation in Central Europe quite accurately. His overall evaluation of the monarchy, that he believes also applies to the successor states,  is expressed in the statement: “The collapse of the Hapsburg Empire is not surprising at all; what is surprising is that this mixture of people, based on the constituent nationalities mutual hatred and lack of trust in each other, lacking a common state ideal, could have survived for so long.
 

He finds the same lack of a common ideal and mutual hatred in the newly created or enlarged states and warns that 

although many the old irredentists (of the Monarchy) have disappeared, several new ones surfaced that endangers the situation of Europe, unless the new states use better methods than the old Hapsburg empire used....

The dangers of the newly created states face are the same as the dangers of the now defunct monarchy: over-centralization and forced assimilation. The local, ethnic, cultural, and often religious differences are not able to be expressed in appropriate public forms, and the dominant nationalities apply the same political and cultural means that were used before the war by the Germans, Hungarians and Poles to maintain their hegemony over the peoples under their rule.... some of the victorious nations did not learn from the tragic fate of  the Hapsburg Empire and continues the old procedures in the field of public education and government. Here and there the worse fever of nationalism poisons the public atmosphere....

The dangers of nationalism and new irredentism are great.

Many  believe that Jaszi is wrong in comparing the oppression under the new regimes with the alleged oppression under the Hungarian rule. But even if it were true, there is still a lesson: “you fellows better watch out! You do not want the same thing that happened to Hungary to happen to you! Do you?”  If Hungary was carved up for its minority policies, is there any good reason why Rumania, Slovakia or Serbia should not suffer the same fate?

Jaszi also faults the West: “Unfortunately, the Western public opinion does not understand this sufficiently. Many believe that a mere legal pacifism and peaceful, humanistic propaganda will be sufficient to mitigate the arrogance of the victors and the revenge of the victim.”

Jaszi’s understanding and indictment of the West has been proven by the fact that his five-point recommendation has been completely dismissed
 by those responsible for the creation of this situation and who have also accepted responsibility for eventual correction of the wrongs committed by the Treaty. Jaszi ends his work with five recommendations that would have solved the problem if carried out,  and a warning:

1. Border revision in every case where homogeneous national minorities can be re-attached to their ethnic co-nationals;

2. organize the ethnic minorities into public institutions that would be able to provide their own cultural and educational facilities that would be limited only by the required loyalty to the state;

3. decentralization in the spirit of local self-government of the over-centralized and bureaucratic state machinery;

4. removal of restrictions on commerce and increase economic and cultural cooperation;

5. destruction of intellectual and civic education representing intolerant attitudes as indicated by several quotes above (in the original text).

And finally, according to Jaszi, “(I)f the League of Nations would be unable to carry through with these radical reforms, every legal and educational work would be useless. The  harmful work of the defunct Monarchy will be carried on by other nations.

It should be obvious by now that Jaszi’s prophetic warning was realistic, and if it was heeded in time, even after the conclusion of the Second World War, there would be no minority problem endangering peace in Central Europe today,  and no cold war in which western military presence is needed to stop and prevent returning to a shooting war in Bosnia. It is not stretching the point too far to argue that even World War II could have been avoided if the nationality issue creating the conflict between Germany and Poland over the Danzig Corridor, along with other stress points along ethnic and cultural fault lines would have been solved in time.

Thus, Jaszi’s warning demonstrates that minority issues do  have international consequences, and the international community has a right if not an obligation to intervene to eliminate ethnic conflict. 

This much was even admitted by the United States during the Second World War. Toward the end, when the allied victory seemed inevitable, the United States created an Inter-Divisional Committee
 on the Balkan-Danubian Region. On May 1, 1944 the Committee prepared and discussed a secret background report on the “Treatment of Enemy States: Hungary.”
  The report states that 

(T)he United States is not committed to any specific boundaries in this area, although it has denounced territorial changes effected by force. It would look with favor upon territorial adjustments which would contribute to the development of more friendly relations among the peoples of Central and South Eastern Europe and which would contribute to the peace and stability of Europe as a whole. Hungary’s claims for territorial adjustment, in so far as they are based on ethnic considerations, should receive sympathetic consideration, although care should be taken to avoid the appearance of rewarding Hungary for acts of aggression against its neighbors.

The Committee fails to consider that the alleged “acts of aggression” were reactions to the unjust and illegal Trianon Peace Treaties. Thus, instead of correcting the acknowledged errors and injustices of Trianon, they further seem to condemn Hungary for reacting to the injustices. Still the overall tone of the recommendation seems fair and sincere.

The report then goes into detailed discussion of the border situation concerning each of Hungary’s neighboring countries. A follow-up “Summary of Recommendations, Treatment of Enemy States: Hungary” was prepared on July 26, 1944. This Summary makes a distinction between the U.S. opposition to forceful boundary changes (and it incorrectly  considers the Vienna Arbitrals forceful, or at least done by hostile forces, even if both parties accepted it at the time) and on this basis states, without ever mentioning justice, minority rights or national self-determination,
 that 

the United States should in principle,  favor the restoration of  the 1937 Slovak-Hungarian frontier. In the interest of the peace and stability of the Danubian region, however, consideration should be given to the ethnic claims of Hungary in the area of Grosse Schuett and the Little Hungarian Plane. The United States should be prepared to look with favor upon any settlement of these claims reached through free and direct negotiations between Czechoslovakia and Hungary or through other peaceful procedures.

In a series of discussions during the summer and fall of 1944 the same point has been repeated. The September 1, 1944 “Progress Report” states: “In the interest of the peace and stability of the Danubian Region, consideration should be given to the ethnic claims of Hungary...”
 An undated secret “Briefing Paper,” submitted by Secretary of State Hull to the President on September 6, 1944,  states that “we do not regard the pre-Munich boundaries as unchangeable and believe certain changes to be desirable in the interest of a stable settlement.”

Thus, while Hungary was treated as an enemy state, even the government of the United States had recognized that there is not only merit in the Hungarian claim to territorial changes, but international peace and stable settlement require to undertake those adjustments. Yet, nothing has happened in more than fifty years since the end of the war to restore these conditions of peace, except applying pressure on Hungary to renounce any claim to border adjustment, and even to renounce its right to protect ethnic Hungarians who have been suffering under modern Europe’s most inhumane dual dictatorships: being ruled by Soviet style Communism, and at the same time oppressed by chauvinistic fascists.

It is ironic that in 1944 the US believed that border changes are necessary foundations of international peace and stability, thereby implying that on the one hand, Trianon was wrong and a threat to peace since it did not follow the proposed principle of national self-determination in drawing the borders, on the other hand did not see any violation of international law in re-drawing frontiers. Yet, today the same US insists on the sanctity of borders in the interest of international peace and stability.

IV. THE SOLUTION
Solutions that have failed.

We saw a list of Jaszi’s proposed reforms, and it is hard to argue with it, but before one would accept any proposed remedy, we should review them, and some of the arguments behind them, in some detail.
It is obvious that if the international community takes the development of human rights during the last half century seriously, something must be done to protect the millions of innocent indigenous minorities in the heart of Europe before another Bosnia-type situation breaks out. There are several suggestions, from the radical demand to undo the Treaty of Trianon completely and restore the thousand year old boundaries of both Austria and Hungary and to dismantle the then created and already disintegrated states, to the equally radical (in its implications and potential Bosnia-like consequences) do nothing approach and wait for the “spiritualization” of the borders.

Then there are  the minimalists who demand only equal treatment for individuals, and oppose any demand for more than individual human rights. This position can be summarized as human rights only. These people are not only naive about the political process in general, and the situation in Central Europe in particular, but their position seems to have been carved in stone from the 1970’s. Since then there has been a serious movement by international law experts and serious observes into the direction of autonomy in cases where the human rights only approach has failed to produce results! The human rights only approach is stuck on level 2 of the minority situation as categorized by Hannum, unwilling to realize when the situation requires level three or higher solution.

 A peaceful solution of any problem must be a political solution. The essence of the political process is deal-making. Each side has to start with a bargaining position so they can make a deal. But if one starts with the attitude that one wants only equal treatment for the minorities and does not get it, there is no room for bargaining. In fact, I am convinced that this attitude caused more harm than good, because it gave the other parties freedom to reject any human rights demand. One certainly would not want people with this attitude as diplomats or one’s union negotiators! But if one starts with a more radical demand, like the demand that Hungary wants the old borders back (even if one does not expect it back), there is room for bargaining and in the process one might end up with equal treatment. But the danger with this strategy is that instead of sitting down to serious negotiation, the majority  would use it (as it in fact did) as an example of how radical and irrational the minority’s demands are. So one should not make such a demand in advance, only at the start of the negotiation, and even then, only privately, least one box oneself in and be treated by one’s own people as a traitor if one is forced to compromise.

But even if the human rights only approach would succeed in creating laws and constitutional provisions, given the depth of anti-Hungarian feelings, often amounting to paranoia among the majority population of the countries around Hungary, in all likelihood, it would not be enforced. One must doubt, based on past experience, that this approach would work. In fact, this might even feed their paranoia, suggesting that Hungary really wants to throw them out of their “sacred homeland” and the anti-minority  pogroms could  dramatically increase and cause more hardship for the minorities. Normal bargaining strategy can work only among rational people.

A sort of compromise between the two positions was proposed by Zsolt Zétényi, a former member of  the Hungarian Parliament and chairman of its Judiciary Committee. He proposed to the Antall government the so called golden ring solution. If one would offer you a golden ring for a couple dollars, according to Zétényi,  you would be suspicious and would not buy it for the fear that it might be fake, stolen, or somehow dangerous. But if one would offer you one just below the fair market value, you would be less suspicious and  might be talked into making the deal. 

Similarly, according to Zétényi, unconditional statements by the Antall and the subsequent Horn governments that we do not want border corrections, might sound even to a normal person, let alone a paranoid one, as a dangerous or  insincere ploy, because a rational person would not just give away the right to a territory, unless there is a trick somewhere, or unless they have some ulterior motive. The Basic Treaty signed by Hungary with Rumania (and later with the Ukraine and with Slovakia), at the urging of some western countries, including the United States, has such a ring to it: Hungary offered, under obvious western pressure, border guarantees without the Hungarian minority effectively receiving anything in return. So, according to Zétényi’s theory, to our paranoid neighbors Hungary must be insincere and dangerous. The result: the situation of Hungarians in Rumania (at least  before the elections following the signing of the treaty), and in Slovakia as well as in the Sub-Carpathian region (which was originally given to Czechoslovakia by the Trianon Treaty,  became autonomous region within Czechoslovakia on October 9, 1938, was transferred from Czechoslovakia to the Soviet Union after the war, and finally to the Ukraine after the collapse of the USSR, changing sovereignty three times in seventy years) became worse than it was before the treaties were signed.

As for the Serbs, who had suffered through a bloody conflict in Bosnia and one might think that as the result they have become less chauvinistic, in Serbia’s parliamentary elections in September (1997) the Milosevic led pro-Communist Socialist Party lost its majority, but instead of the more democratic parties picking up those seats, according to the AP story
, the “anti-Western Radical Party, led by extreme nationalist Vojislav Seselj, made major gains and took 82 (out of 250) seats” behind the 110 seats that went to the Socialist Party. Seselj, “the Radical Party leader known for virulent ‘Serbia for Serbs only’ rhetoric” also came in second behind Milosevic’s hand-picked successor in the presidential race, forcing a run-off election. The pro-democracy forces of Vuk Draskovic, the Renewal Movement, received 46 seats, less than 20%, and Draskovic came in third for the presidency with 21% of the votes. So the choice of 80% of Serbia’s population voted for Milosevic’s chauvinistic pro-Communist Socialist Party and the ultra-nationalist Radical Party. The “Serbia for Serbs only” slogan is a code phrase for continued ethnic cleansing, that will undoubtedly turn again against the Hungarians living in Serbia, once the conflicts in Bosnia and Kosovo will be settled.

As has been indicated already, informal international pressure does not work either. In 1989 the UN’s Human Rights Commission passed a Swedish draft, co-sponsored by six other nations, to send a special envoy to investigate the human rights situation in Rumania. The Resolution was passed 21 to 7, with 10 abstentions. Yet, no subsequent UN action was taken to remedy the Rumanian human rights violations. Neither did the withholding of Most Favored Nation (MFN) status or denial of the invitation to join NATO temper the radical minority policies of Rumania and Slovakia. Against all rational expectation, even the threat of prosecution as war criminals failed to prevent some Serbs to commit atrocities and war crimes against innocent population in Bosnia in an effort of ethnic cleansing.

Change of regimes will not help the minorities either. The NEW YORK TIMES documented in two articles with Bucharest by-lines in March 1990
 how the situation remained the same after the ouster of the dreaded dictator, Ceausescu, because anti-Hungarian attitude is so deeply rooted in the population of Rumania, especially among the masses of Rumanians who have been transported from other regions of Rumania to Transylvania, mainly under Ceausescu, to change the ethnic balance of Hungarian populated cities and regions.

In Slovakia we have witnessed an even greater change when Czechoslovakia broke up and  Slovakia separated from the Czechs to set up their own republic. For the Hungarian minority if anything, the change made their situation worse. At least the Czechs were a moderating force, but now, in spite of the bi-lateral basic agreement that was signed recently, the situation is getting worse by the day, as we shall see. The source of the problem is deeper and more complex.

In Serbia, the 1997 elections do not bode well for minority relations either: Serbian nationalism is just as alive, and just as dangerous, as it was when Crown Prince Ferdinand was assassinated, or when greater Yugoslavia was created by the Peace Treaty of Trianon. Unfortunately, as current efforts to defuse the Bosnian conflict indicates, Serb nationalism is still disregarded by the Western Leaders, including President Clinton. Had they been more aware of the importance of political culture, the whole Bosnian situation could have been prevented, and the world would be much more peaceful today.

Some people hope that an eventual spiritualization of the borders will solve the problem. The idea is that eventually border crossing will be just as easy and just as common as border crossing between  say Germany and France, once bitter enemies. But this expectation is unrealistic, since the majority nationalities in the Carpathian basin will never allow such a spiritualization,  because in their paranoia. The masses have been brainwashed by their intellectuals, educators, orthodox clergymen, newspapers and politicians to expect that spiritualization of their border would lead to eventual surrender of their sovereignty and would restore Hungarian rule. But even if the spriritualization of the border  was possible, without a radical change in the majority attitude it would not solve the discrimination and persecution of minorities. It would only make it easier for the Hungarians to abandon their old home and escape to Hungary, which they clearly do not want to do and should not be forced to do. 

In an unpublished essay
 Istvan Sebestyen-Teleki documents that even in western countries where the borders are “spiritualized,” like in the Jura Canton in Switzerland, in Quebec, a Canadian province, among the Basques in Spain, and in Ireland, the minority problem has not disappeared. Therefore he argues that the Hungarian government’s “border spiritualization” strategy is a facade to hide their inability and unwillingness to tackle the minority  problem involving several millions of Hungarians, whom Prime Minister Antall claimed in his constituency when he announced that he considers himself the prime minister of 15 million Hungarians, which includes all Hungarians, living not only in the Carpathian Basin but throughout the West, from Austria to Australia.

The most radical proposal is to reverse the mistakes of Trianon by returning to the old boundaries, which would  attach masses of radical Serbs, Romanians, Slovaks and even Ukrainians to Hungary. While one could make a good legal and perhaps even a moral argument that if Trianon was unjust, as it was, the way to remedy it and do justice is to return to the old, thousand year old boundaries. In a perfect world this would be the perfect solution: in a greater Hungary, independent of the Austrian rule, and under the doctrine of the Holy Crown all the peoples could be considered as equal partners with equal rights. Ideally, in a greater Hungary the Crown doctrine would protect all minorities and the minority problem would be solved by one swoop unless demagogues would continue to stir up anti-Hungarian sentiment among the minorities.

On the other hand, the successor states, including Rumania, which was called by President Wilson an “ancient sovereignty,”
 gained full independence only at the Congress of Berlin in 1878, are not old enough to have developed  their own western style common symbols like the Holy Crown of Hungary, as a protector of all citizens. Instead of the western style Crown concept they show raw chauvinism and a hatred of all “foreigners” residing in “their” land, fully deserving the “Balkan” characterization. In addition, they also lack the centuries old experience and patience in nation building. They want to develop their narrow, exclusive nation state overnight, by forced assimilation and violence.

Therefore, given the circumstances today, returning to the pre-Trianon boundaries would only repeat the mistakes of Trianon in reverse. It would disregard not so much the ethnic and cultural diversity of the people inhabiting the region, but the intensity of the current anti-foreign paranoia of a large portion of the population and would create a multi-ethnic Hungarian state with major fault lines criss-crossing the country.

Even Ernö Raffay, a renowned Hungarian historian and author, admits that the old slogan, “Everything back” (“Mindent vissza!”) would not work any more due to the many changes during the past seventy five years. The main, and most tragic change has been the whipping up of emotions, mainly hatred, against everything that is foreign, by some irresponsible politicians, acting as protectors of the right of the minorities like the Rumanians, Serbs and the Slovaks who were allegedly oppressed by Hungarians before Trianon. Another major problem would be the changed composition of the population which has taken place as the result of officially encouraged, and often even forced population transfer: sending Hungarians into the Regat, and giving incentives to Rumanians of the Regat to move to Transylvania, to dilute the population ratio favoring Rumanians.

It should be noted, however, that most of those demanding back the traditional territory of Hungary are fighting for a principle that is still being observed by countries like Great Britain. England  went to war for the Falkland Islands a few years ago to protect a basically useless territory belonging to the Crown. According to Myers,
 the western concept of the Crown includes territorial integrity. Thus, the argument goes, the Crown is compromised by the loss of its territory. Hungary has a similar Crown doctrine that includes provisions for the territorial integrity of “the countries of the Holy  Crown.”
.

The willingness to accept less that the historic territories of Hungary does not mean to give up the old boundaries and the territories of the Hungarian Crown. All that is suggested is that there is room for compromise. If the world’s policy makers decided, and the Hungarian people were given a chance to vote for boundaries that follow the traditional ethnic enclaves, returning as many Hungarians as possible, and, in a true sense of national self-determination, keeping as many Rumanians, Serbs and Slovaks as possible in their current state united with their own brethren, along the lines of the two Vienna Arbitrals during World War II. Hungarians  probably would accept it in a referendum as final Hungarian boundary. 

In the first Vienna Decision on October 26, 1938, Czechoslovakia, instead of permitting a popular referendum on the border issue, accepted the arbitration of Italy and Germany of the disputed territory  that returned the Hungarian populated regions of Czechoslovakia to Hungary.
 The Second Vienna Award was at the expense of Rumania, ordered by Hitler, who acted at the request of King Carol of Rumania,
 without either side having any say about the actual details. In fact, “thoughtful Hungarians,” including Prime Minister Teleki, “were alarmed” by Hitler’s decision to consider the request at all. As for Czechoslovakia and Rumania, the two Vienna Decisions could be interpreted that by requesting German arbitration, they had voluntarily relinquished the Hungarian populated areas to Hungary. It should be mentioned, that the Vienna Arbitrals were nullified without giving the changes a chance to prove if they would have advanced peace in the region. Thus, it is unforgivable for the Allieds to return after the war in the Paris treaties those territories to the pre-war owners.

Such a border adjustment sounds good, but while after the war it was not only possible but it had been already accomplished, today it would require extraordinary pressure from the international community to arrange it without violence. Also, the mixing of ethnic groups over the centuries have created such a crazy quilt  that it is impossible to draw fair boundaries without forced exchange of tens or perhaps hundreds of thousands of people, causing untold human misery and suffering that politicians and statesmen in the past were all too willing to overlook. Those people have suffered enough already, and any correction of past mistakes should be as painless as possible.

Another solution would be secession, creating independent, sovereign entities without joining any other neighboring states. This solution also has its proponents, arguing that given the existence of an intolerant majority, exercising dictatorship and forced assimilation, this is the only effective solution. There is little chance, however, given the existing international legal structure, that is could be accomplished without violence. At least this is the lesson one can learn from the events in Bosnia and Kosovo.

Istvan Sebestyen-Teleki introduces his unpublished essay with a quote from Arend Lijphart: “(T)he violence during processes of separatism is not the result of the separatist efforts but of the attempts to stop it.”
 One may not like the violence and the logic, and the statement oversimplifies the process, but it is obvious that “it takes to two tango.” All too often illegal acts of terror are responses by the powerless to legitimized acts of terror by a violent, oppressive majority. This is not to justify terrorism but to explain that to blame violence on one party only is often unjust. When condemning terror, both the official and the unofficial kinds must be condemned equally.

The genesis of ethnic violence is complex. The process (and the conflict) usually starts with creating a heterogeneous situation where an intolerant  majority, be it ethnic, religious, cultural or economic, is determined to assimilate a minority and denies certain rights to them. The minority usually first responds with demands for legal and constitutional protection of  their rights. When this fails, the next step is demand for legal autonomy. The American planners for the post war world have often included autonomy in their discussions, considering it as an alternative solution to changing borders.
 Although the proposal has been criticized as not fully satisfactory, the principle was looked upon with favor--it if would only work. It was felt that “autonomy could probably be maintained only by outside pressure.”
 But it might still be better than the current situation, with no effective outside pressure.

When the demand, including appeals to the international community, for some form of minority autonomy is met with more oppression instead of granting equal rights and equal treatment, the demand escalates into separatism and ultimately into violence when peaceful political means fail and oppression continues. Violence, just like war, is used when other means fail. Therefore to judge the situation and assign blame one must ask: was the demand just or unjust. In the modern world asking for the right to fair and equal treatment and to resist forced assimilation is recognized as a fundamental human right. Therefore it is the oppressor who must be blamed and forced, by peaceful international intervention, if necessary, to grant, at a minimum, equal treatment and cultural rights. 

The Concept of Self-Determination  in International Law: Recent Developments

The evolution of the concept of human rights and of self-determination is illustrated by Hurst Hannum, who summarizes in a recent issue of FOREIGN AFFAIRS the current state of the concept of and solutions for national self-determination and  makes some very sensible suggestions. According to Hannum “self-determination should be concerned with people, not territory.”

Claims of secession  had always been permitted by international law under the rule of Grotius, but there has been some important development in recent literature by international law experts on self-determination, autonomy and secession.

For lawful and peaceful transfer of property between sovereign states Grotius requires two referendums, one in the mother country and one in the territory to be detached. There is only one situation where Grotius dispenses with the required referendums to secede: 

In case of extreme or in other ways inevitable necessity a part may, by itself transfer to other hands the sovereignty over itself without the consent of all the people, because it reserved that power, we may believe, when civil society was formed.

In other words, Grotius believed in the Social Contract theory, and assumed that people may hand over part of their freedom necessary for a civil society, but did not, and could not, give others the power to oppress them as a group, in an on-civil society! 

As for the territorial argument for secession, Grotius makes three points: 

1. territory can be lost irretrievably by abandoning it
 or 

2. by conquest, but here he notes that “sovereignty won by force can be overthrown by force.”
 

3. Finally, “a party who had fought a lawful war should receive what he fought for and be recompensed for his losses and expenses, but should not be awarded anything on the score of punishment, for that creates more hatred.”
 

That is, territory of one country can be won in war, and it can be re-conquered in a new war,  but cannot be awarded to another by treaty, as a form of punishment, as it had been done at Trianon after W. W. I.

There have been two areas of recent progress in the thinking of international law experts. On the one hand, two distinct lines of  approach and argument were developed concerning secession in recent literature: the human rights approach and the territorial approach. While the territorial approach deals only with secession, followers of the human rights approach developed a sharper distinction between the two forms of self-determination, autonomy and secession.

Let us consider the human rights argument first. According to the human rights approach the foundation of the claimed right of self-determination, whether autonomy or secession, is massive violations of human rights of certain minorities. When the violation escalates to a certain level, the minority, in the name of national self-determination, may demand autonomy, or even secede from their current state. The creation of the United States of America is an example when the perceived violation of the colonists rights reached an intolerable level, they had issued a revolutionary Declaration of Independence.

Over the centuries the power of the authoritarian state was the dominant force, until in the American  Declaration of Independence self-determination was claimed as a God-given right and successfully achieved in the American War of Independence, which only the Americans call the American Revolution. The conflict had started as a struggle for “the rights of the Englishman,” and the Declaration included both the collective rights of the people, and the inalienable, God given rights of each individual. President Woodrow Wilson, a political scientist, also based his concept of national self-determination on both the metaphysical concept of individual freedom
 but in his statements he spoke of “self-government,” or that “every people has a right to choose the sovereignty under which they shall live.”
 Thus, the emphasis came to be on “people.” President Wilson, in an address to Congress also stated that “no right anywhere exists to hand people about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if they were property.”
 Thus, since Trianon handed millions of people from one sovereignty to another, with the stroke of a few pens, it is an excellent example of a specific territorial grievance, violating the rules and standards laid down by both Grotius and Wilson. But we shall discuss it later.

Other problems further complicate the issue of the right to self-determination. 

Although “people” are made up of individuals, and the American Revolution was fought by the colonists as a people, this shift in emphasis from individual to group rights had tremendously weakened the concept since while individuals can claim God-given, inviolable rights versus the oppressive state, the group had no such metaphysical or religious claim. Although the individual dignity is still recognized and serves, or at least is paid lip service to, as the basis of human rights, it has much less weight in the international order against the sovereign state. It is only the last ten or so years that collective rights began to be recognized by experts and some international organizations. Few would admit, of course, that behind the noble concept of sovereign state in practice there are fallible human politicians and administrators who are expected to carry out even ill-advised demands of the majority. They often do not  deserve the kind of prestige and authority accorded to sovereign countries and governments.

The case for self-determination also had been weakened  by the fact once group rights started to be discussed, experts,  politicians and statesmen cannot agree even on the definition of the “self” i.e. the “people” or “minority” part of the concept, as several recent authors indicate.
 First, most experts would agree that recent immigrants and refugees should not be considered people that are entitled with the right of self-determination. Also, the term people goes beyond a collection of individuals, and the group is not as a clear-cut metaphysical entity as the individual. 

Several definitions of minority group have been suggested. First, the term minority primarily implies a numeric relationship: any group of less than 50% can be considered as minority. In recent socio-political literature, however, the term often refers to a state of being oppressed, regardless of the numeric relationship. Thus, the large Hutu tribe in Burundi, oppressed by the smaller Tutsi tribe who happen to be in power,  or the large Black population of South Africa that had been oppressed under apartheid  by the small White minority, have often been considered minorities.

Although there have been efforts to create a definition of the term minority, like the 1984 effort of the UN Sub-commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, it proved so controversial that the UN Human Rights Committee, the Sub-Commission’s parent organization, in 1986 “postponed further consideration of the definition and proceeded to elaborate the substantive articles of the draft declaration”
 without clarifying who the subjects of the declaration are. The controversial definition stated that minority is

a group of citizens of a state, constituting a numerical minority and in a non-dominant position in that state, endowed with ethnic, religious, or linguistic characteristics which differ from those of the majority of the population, having a sense of solidarity with each other, motivated, if only implicitly, by a collective will to survive and whose aim is to achieve equality with the majority in fact and in law.

Hannum also quotes a definition from Sigler

which specifically addresses the question of minority rights: a minority is deemed to be “any group category (sic) of people who can be identified by a sizable segment of the population as objects for prejudice or discrimination, or who, for reasons of deprivation, require the positive assistance of the state. A persistent nondominant position of the group in political, social and cultural matters is the common feature of the minority”.

Ian Robertson, summarizing the position of four authors lists the following criteria to establish minority status: (1) “members of a minority group suffer various disadvantages at the hands of another group”; (2) “A minority is identifies by group characteristics that are socially visible” and important; (3) “A minority is a self-conscious group with a strong sense of ‘oneness’”; (4) “People usually do not become members of a minority group voluntarily; they are born into it”; (5) By choice or necessity, members of a minority group generally marry within the group.”

In general, any of the above definitions would be satisfactory, but because of political reasons, is seems desirable to leave the term undefined so that minority rights can be easier violated and sanctions evaded by the sovereign governments that would have to define these terms. Therefore to this day there does not seem to be an authoritative definition and much of the protective language is just so much propaganda, without any real tooth..

There would be less of a problem with definitions if instead of the minority group the individual would be considered  the depository of the right. But this would be impractical in the political community, since individual self-determination could lead to anarchy. Even groups having the right to self-determination seems to scare many of our statesmen: according to Reuters News Service: “The big powers fear granting Kosovo independence would set off a disastrous chain reaction of demands for the same prize from disgruntled minorities nearby in the Balkans, especially Albanians in Macedonia.”

But is this fear justified? Ved P. Nanda mentions that there are some observers who seem to “fear that secessionist claims by various ethnic-nationalist groups will acerbate the existing fragile international order  ... [and} call for placing severe limits on the scope of self-determination so as to regulate, control, and minimize its evil consequences,” 
 and names Etzioni as one such writer. But instead of debating Etzioni, Nanda evades the answer dismissing Etzioni’s ideas that “it may be argued that this hypothesis remains untested and lacks validity.” So he changes the focus of the paper to “study the mechanism under which all these claims can be peacefully pursued and resolved.” 
Eric Kolodner takes a more effective approach: he argues that Etzioni’s argument takes a very limited view of the concept of self-determination.
 Kolodner distinguishes between internal and external self-determination, arguing that Etzioni’s fear might apply to certain cases of external self-determination, but not to internal self-determination. External self-determination means complete independence, while internal self-determination means various forms and degrees of autonomy.

Unfortunately, some authors who oppose self-determination, equate self-determination with secession, i.e.  external self-determination, Kolodner’s distinction notwithstanding. Disregarding autonomy as a form of (internal) self-determination creates problems, because external self-determination is much more difficult to achieve both administratively and politically. This allows many politicians to pay lip service to human rights and self-determination without effectively pursuing it, using yet another argument: they defend the sanctity of frontiers under the guise of defending peace and stability.

In June 1998 President Clinton on his China trip conducted a dialogue with the Chinese leaders. He stood up for civil rights, and rejected the Chinese argument that violating civil rights and killing demonstrators and political opponents is justified in the interest of stability.

The Administration’s unfortunate stand in the Serbian atrocities in Bosnia and Kosovo seems to echo the Chinese stand, rather than the President’s voiced protest. The position of the Western world in the face of the mass murder of civilians in Kosovo by their own government seems to be that in the interest of stability we do not deny their right to do it, it is only the actual practice and the mass killing that we oppose!

In addition to the proliferation and the stability arguments, a third argument used at times to oppose self-determination and secession is that “it typically represents a remedy for past injustices.”
  Brilmayer, an apostle of the territorial approach, believes that only those minorities have the right to self-determination who have a territorial claim, and rejects all secessionist demands when there is only a “case of extreme or in other ways inevitable necessity,” to quote Grotius, without territorial grievance. But should self-determination and secession demands be dismissed in human rights violations cases because of the lack of territorial grievance?

This does not mean, that all experts are against secession. An "Editorial" in the American Journal of International Law
   claims that certain CSCE and UN declarations concerning self-determination "are non-binding instruments, nevertheless, they purport to, and probably do reflect an 'opinio juris.' In the human rights fields a strong showing of opinio juris may overcome a weak demonstration of state practice to establish a customary rule." On this basis the editorial concludes that “from about 1970 on, there could be a right of ‘peoples’--still not well defined--to secede from an established state that does not have a fully representative form of government ....”

Kolodner’s view also seems to be much more fair and realistic than those who fear that self-determination would cause instability:

(E)fforts to limit self-determination movements of today often foment the conflicts of tomorrow, [while] recognizing legitimate claims for self-determination might ensure world stability.  

Rather than abandon this important right, the international community must readjust its conception of self-determination [as a threat to stability] to address the changing needs of the post-Cold War world....

Therefore Kolodner, recognizing the complexities involved with secession, without excluding secession as an ultimate remedy, makes the following recommendation: (T)he international community, therefore, should attempt to resolve conflicts under principles of internal self-determination before supporting a people’s right to external self-determination with its potentially disruptive consequences.
 The problem with this recommendation is that he current international legal standard considers only actual but not  potential consequences, so there is no legal provision to intervene. The standards must be adjusted first.

There are several similar statements in the various international law texts and journals. For example,  according to Ved P. Nanda

 ... the international community should pay greater attention to internal aspects of self-determination [i.e. autonomy]... Whether self-determination takes the form of the creation of a state, or a confederation of states, ethnic power-sharing arrangements must be explored. ... In some situation cultural or linguistic autonomy should be considered adequate expression of self-determination. Promotion and protection of minority rights and means for redressing grievances regarding violation of human rights needs to be given greater consideration. The United Nations and regional organizations must play an active role. 

Nanda also gives a detailed explanation as to when would secession be appropriate remedy: 

I reiterate that claims to secession must only be considered as a last resort when it is clear that ethnic groups cannot live together and it is equally clear that the group claiming secession makes a compelling case because of its perceived deprivation of human rights  within the larger community. The claim that it is deprived of its right to participate in all value processes, power, wealth, and resources, respect and rectitude, enlightenment and skill, and affection and well-being should establish its right to secede. 

Hurst Hannum  is one of the foremost authorities on self-determination. His basic principle is simple: when we talk about national self-determination, “our concern is with peoples rather than territories,” so the effective equality of rights is the main concern. Therefore, “there is no reason to regard existing administrative or ‘republic’ boundaries within states as sacrosanct.” 

It is not likely that Hurst Hannum was thinking of Trianon, but the following statement about majority attitudes could apply perfectly to the post-Trianon situation: 

Put simply, redressing historical grievances or responding to contemporary dissatisfactions cannot justify the dispossession of members of ethnic minorities who now live in the territory in question and whose ancestors may have lived there for generations. No group can claim exclusive control over a territory forever. It is morally impossible to decide which individuals should be forced to choose between emigrating or remaining under “alien” domination and which group should be rewarded  with ethnically based political power in the form of a new state.

This is exactly what had happened at Trianon: rewarding Hungary’s minorities not only with the territory they had occupied, but by the opportunity to oppress millions of innocent ethnic Hungarians based partly on claims of past oppression by Hungary, partly on the dubious historic claim of prior occupation of areas that became sovereign Hungarian territory over eleven hundred years ago. 

So, while Hannum seems to reject the purely territorial claim, he is also against oppression of minorities and would permit border changes under certain circumstances.

Hannum, in summarizing his almost five hundred page long study, puts the question of autonomy in a fair perspective; first, the minority issue is handled easiest on a demand by demand basis: 

(M)any of the issues noted above [language, education, access to employment, ....] can best be resolved on an ad hoc basis, particularly where they involve recognized rights, such as language use or a free press. Even where it is difficult to identify a direct “right,” e.g. to adequate representation on a police force,  reasonably articulated demands may be satisfied by a responsive government that wishes to avoid exacerbating ethnic or regional tension. If conflicts have not become overly violent, various forms of administrative decentralization may offer solutions to complaints of geographical or economic marginalization.

When these individual demands are not satisfied and 

... most or all of these demands are at issue, however, the question then becomes one of autonomy or less-then-sovereign self-determination. It should first be underscored that a political demand for autonomy --even without assertion of an underlying right--should be given serious consideration by any responsible government. State sovereignty does not imply retention of any particular political or economic system, and responsiveness to legitimate minority grievances is the hallmark of a government that respects the human rights of its entire population, as well as the principle of self-determination...

When demands for autonomy and self-determination are asserted as a matter of right, they are often founded on the illegitimacy of the government itself.

When the situation escalates to this point and the legitimacy of the state is questioned, the state often treats the minority demand as rebellion, and uses weapons, including weapons of mass destruction, like it has been done in the case of Kosovo, to protect not only the territorial integrity of the state, but also the dominance of the Serbs over the minority Albanians. At this point, however, as refugees will cross the state’s boundaries, foreign nationals might be harmed or at least inconvenienced by the refugee problem, neighboring countries might be tempted to intervene, and other untoward consequences may follow, so that the international community, i.e. the UN, might declare it a danger to regional stability and peace and decide to intervene. This can be done, of course, against the will of the majority and its government. It should also be noted concerning secession that according to Grotius, in general two referendums are required in case of a peaceful secession, but in “extreme cases” the approval of the majority is not necessary.

Unfortunately, however, there is no international forum that would judge the validity of the insurrectionist minority’s claim of extreme necessity and denial of the legitimacy of the government or the state, or at least the legitimacy of the rule over the minority. The Hague International Court can judge individuals accused of genocide, but cannot convict governments who have ordered the genocide! But even if there was such an international body, to enforce secession might involve a great deal of diplomatic pressure, or even military intervention. Therefore it is imperative that the UN amend international law to force governments that are unable and/or unwilling to protect minority rights to consider and negotiate adequate autonomy for the minority and to provide sanctions. Such sanctions could  include denial of the right of the government to govern the minority populated areas, i.e. to grant independence to the minority inhabited territories.

Agreeing that boundaries may be changed for grave reason, Hannum essentially echoes Grotius in not allowing legal secession except when it is peaceful and voluntary, or in cases of extreme necessity. He repeats his already quoted position:

In general, policy makers should continue to reject the notion that there is a legal right of secession.... On the other hand, central governments should no longer be allowed to hide behind the facade of national unity without explaining how minority rights are genuinely being protected.

There are two instances in which secession should be supported by the international community. The first occurs when massive, discriminatory human rights violations, approaching the scale of genocide, are being perpetrated. If there is no likelihood of a change in the attitude of the central government, or if the majority population supports the repression, secession might be the only effective remedy by the besieged group....

A second possible exception might find a right of secession if reasonable demands for local self-government or minority rights have been arbitrarily rejected by a central government--even without accompanying large scale violence. This exception, however, would come into play only when minimal demands are rejected...

Although the basic principle when separation can be justified has been laid down in 1921 by the League of Nations, secession has never been a popular topic in international circles, and there has been only one case, according to Hannum, when the legitimacy of a government was denied on human rights grounds: the Somoza government of Nicaragua by the OAS. But even this was in response to  general inhumane conduct, not to denial of minority demands.
 Hannum also quotes a 1921 League report prepared concerning the Aaland Island dispute: 

The separation of a minority from the State of which it forms a part and its incorporation in another State can only be considered as an altogether exceptional solution, a last resort when the State lacks either the will or the power to enact and apply just and effective guarantees.

This report was issued shortly after the dismemberment of Hungary at Trianon, and the creation of some new states that lacked both the will and the power to respect the minority rights guarantees that were required of them as the price of receiving the territories of Hungary. Thus, just one year after Trianon, the League of Nations clearly declared a standard and conditions for dismembering a country that were not met in the case of Hungary, making Trianon clearly a violation of international law. It should be noted that this was not a new legal standard but only a re-formulation of Grotius’ rule about “extreme necessity. It also should be noted, that granting autonomy to the Aaland Islands prevented its breaking off from Finland, therefore the formula had worked.

It is not surprising in light of this principle, and the recent emphasis it has received from international law experts that a bipartisan demand has been issued to invoke this almost forgotten provision of the international law and sanction the Milosevic regime. A recent statement by “Helsinki Commission Leaders Call Milosevic Responsible for "Barbaric" Kosovo Massacre” and declare the Milosevic rule over Kosovo “illegitimate”. On 21 Jan 1999 CSCE  Commission Co-Chairman Rep. Christopher H. Smith (R-NJ) and Ranking Minority Rep. Steny H. Hoyer (D-MD) released the following statement on the situation in Kosovo:

 The massacre committed in the Kosovo village of Racak is nothing short of barbaric. The mutilation and killing of 45 villagers, including three women and at least one child, constitutes a crime against humanity, and units which participated in this gruesome act must be identified, as well as the chain of command. Ultimately, Slobodan Milosevic must himself be held accountable for the crimes committed in Kosovo and in Bosnia. The U.S. Congress has already stated its belief that Milosevic should be tried as a war criminal, and the recurrence of events like this massacre should remove all doubt as to the urgency of such a step.


The arrogant response of the Yugoslav and Serbian authorities to the incident-denying access to the site by the International Tribunal prosecutor and declaring the head of the OSCE Mission as persona non grata-cannot be tolerated. In fact, Serbia may well have lost Kosovo once and for all. No state has the right to exercise its authority in this manner, and we consider Serbian authority in Kosovo to be illegitimate. The international community should begin to treat it as such....

The key sentence bears repeating: SERBIA MAY WELL HAVE LOST KOSOVO ONCE AND FOR ALL. NO STATE HAS THE RIGHT TO EXERCISE ITS AUTHORITY IN THIS MANNER, AND WE CONSIDER SERBIAN AUTHORITY IN KOSOVO TO BE ILLEGITIMATE. THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY SHOULD BEGIN TO TREAT IT AS SUCH....

In other words, the two leaders of US Congress’ Commission dealing with the Helsinki Process has declared that Kosovo situation has reached a point of such extreme necessity that the Belgrade government had lost its right to govern Kosovo,  and this right has returned to the people of Kosovo. Therefore the international community should recognize the right of Kosovo to external self-determination, i.e., to independence. The extreme necessity provision does not require the approval of the majority group’s or its government’s approval. 

This is an historic declaration by these two courageous Members of Congress. It is unfortunate that the media failed to publicize it and the administration has failed to act on it.

Although secession often is the only remedy like in the case of Kosovo, it should also be recognized that, like with armaments, the best armies are those that do not have to be used. The most important function of secession in international law should be to avoid the need to invoke it. Secession should be made quite difficult but not impossible so that recalcitrant majorities and small time dictators could not play the game of wasting time because time is on their side and they have nothing to loose, like Milosevic has been doing for years.  If a sports team that is ahead has nothing to lose by stalling, it will stall. This is why they have clocks in football and basketball. There should be a shot clock in minority affairs also. If the government does not grant minority rights, of refuses to consider autonomy within a given time period, not more than one or two years after the demand has been made, it should risk loosing the territory occupied by the minorities. This should be done in a peaceful but firm manner, and military forces should be used on, again, in “cases of extreme necessity.”  

The most important goal of recognizing the right to secession should be not to change boundaries but to pressure states in the direction of democracy. Or, reversing the logic, according to modern international law theory, granting autonomy must be viewed not as the cause leading to secession, but as a solution preventing the need for secession. 

So far we have discussed the right to autonomy and secession in terms of being oppressed. There is another approach to the problem: looking at the positive side of the issue.

According to Thomas M. Franck, there is an “emerging right to democratic governance” which may create an obligation for the international community to promote and protect democracy.

Franck takes the idea from Immanuel Kant’s essay, PERPETUAL PEACE, 

where Kant concluded that democracy in governance, while not a sufficient condition, is a necessary one to the prevention of breaches of the peace. Today it is becoming increasingly part of an emerging systemic consensus that people who feel themselves the legitimators of their governments through their participation as equals in a free, fair and regular democratic consultation are mush less likely to take up arms either against other states or against their own state. In that as yet imperfect but emerging consensus self-determination is being re-defined and given a new life.

Thus, we  are back, in a full circle, at the idea of the social contract and the right of everybody to be treated according to the purposes for which the state had been created. 

Eric Kolodner carries the idea a step further:

Democratic governance can constitute a realistic compromise between an aggrieved people's demand for independent state and a government's unfettered oppression of that people. The international community should now apply the principles and structures... (and) ...(E)stablished principles regarding internal self-determination [that is, autonomy], ... [and should]  attempt to usher in an era of global democracy and codify the emerging right to democratic governance.

Going back to Hannum’s three stages, in democratic governance the minority demands are discussed and taken care of at the first level, on a case by case basis, and would never lead to stage two and there will be no minority issue. The world will never learn that a certain minority had certain demands because it was resolved quietly, in a democratic manner, as a domestic issue and the minority can determine its fate and preserve  its cultural self-identity without any noise or involvement by the international community. This is how democracy should work. In a truly democratic state everybody is equal, both individual and group rights are recognized, and even if there are minorities, there is no minority problem.

This concept has also received a tremendous boost at the Copenhagen Conference which was held  from 5 to 29 June 1990, in accordance with the provisions relating to the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE contained in the Concluding Document of the Vienna Follow‑up Meeting of the CSCE. The Document has separate sections on democratic rights and on the rights of minorities. If this document had been passed by the UN  and became binding international law, there would be no need for talking about secession, because people would live under  “Democratic Governance” that Franck has proposed, in pluralistic, rainbow societies that the American approach tries to promote. But if democratic governance cannot be achieved in an ethnically or culturally  pluralistic country, the only alternative for the minority to achieve this right is through secession

Dr. Mihaly Samu, a Professor at the Budapest Law Division of ELTE, Eotvos Lorant Tudomany Egyetem (Eotvos Lorant University) in Budapest makes an interesting point that has potentially great consequences for the entire autonomy debate in his study of minority issues:

The earlier, liberal and  socialist approaches assumed that the national minority problems must be solved with institutionalized cultural autonomy. The organizing principles of modern pluralist democracy  have passed this approach, and the ethnic minorities  wide ranging participation in public life, and the development of their  power base is emphasized (it does not narrow down to cultural autonomy...) In other words, in a pluralist democracy the emphasis is on developing the minority’s self-organization in the general public arena, their self-governing institutions and “cultural autonomy” is realized in this framework.

Professor Samu seems to suggest that conventional i.e. legalized autonomy is too narrow concept to offer satisfactory solution for the minority problems. If it is true, minority autonomy should not be the final solution. Autonomy should be an interim or transitional solution leading either to achieving a pluralistic democracy where the minority members can achieve their equal and full participation not only in forming their own institutions, using their language, and maintain their customs and traditions without any hindrance, but move freely anywhere in the country, participate in the political life and the power structure of their country without any hindrance, discrimination or danger, or to secession as the only other way to realize fulfillment of these rights in a separate country, under a separate sovereign.

Thus, autonomy can be viewed as a  provisional solution leading to either democracy or to secession, depending on how the dominant majorities view it. Autonomy could be compared to a hot house where one grows and nurtures delicate plants until they are strong enough to be planted outside where they can stand on their own, withstand the vicissitudes of weather, just like any other plant. Or, to use another analogy, autonomy is like protective tariff designed to protect a new industry from the much stronger foreign competition until the industry is able to compete with the foreign imports in the free market.

Therefore the proper function of autonomy is eventual integration of the minority into the general society and to make it a “constituent nation,” like the three ethnic group are treated as constituent groups in Switzerland. To realize this, of course, a sympathetic majority population willing to share power and to move in the direction of pluralistic democracy is required. If autonomy leads to acceptance of the minority as a constituent nation, or co-national group and to democratic governance, it becomes  the strongest  insurance against secession. On the other hand, the “One country one nation” slogan and the accompanying closed mind in a closed society a priory dooms any effort to achieve such integration. It prevents acceptance of the minority as equal and forces autonomy to become a permanent institution, or to move in the direction of secession. 

One of the major obstacle in the way of a peaceful resolution is that, as historian Erno Raffay
 points out, that the successor states in the case of Hungary after they were created at Trianon, or enlarged, as Rumania, on the one hand had accepted an unproven and false mysticism as to their origin, like the Dako-Roman theory, and on the other have failed to develop an effective working national ideology, a nation forming principle that would incorporate the people of any nationality that came to them with the land. The only idea that holds them together is the hatred of not only Hungarians living in the same country (and also, by extension, in Hungary), but hatred of other-ness. Anything that is different, be it German, Jew, Roma, Muslim, Albanian, anything not Serb in Serbia, nor Rumanian in Rumania, and not Slovak in Slovakia. This pre-occupation prevents their economic development, handicaps them in the international relations by a rigid, oppressive human rights record, and makes democratic development extremely unlikely.

Raffay also points out that this hatred of all “otherness” is not only the common denominator of these countries, but it does not prevent them from forming an anti-Hungarian alliance with each other. They hate otherness only within their countries, but work with their neighbors against the common enemy. This hatred is coupled with a guilty conscience that makes some of them, the more aggressive and noisy ones, act like the thief who has stolen merchandise and is afraid that he will have to give it back. Until this element rules in these countries, there is little hope of either any successful accommodation or movement toward democratic governance. Such movement may come only either after an election, replacing the “old guard” by new, more democratically oriented leadership, or freeing their conscience by removing the cause of their psychosis, the “other” peoples from their midst, that is, allowing secession. If one follows Raffay’s logic, on the long run, even those countries would be better off with a border revision. But it would take vision and a visionary, like President DeGaulle, who jettisoned Algeria to save France.

Because of the grave problems that secession involves, Lea Brilmayer proposes another criteria that would seem to fit another kind of minority demand.

The territorial argument, promoted by Brilmayer, addresses only the problem of secession. She seems to by-pass the less problematic issue of autonomy as a solution to current human rights abuses. Therefore one is free to conclude that in the absence of territorial grievance, and when no other solution seems to work, Brilmayer also would agree with Hannum and others in allowing autonomy as a proper solution as it would not involve territorial changes. 

According to the territorial argument, secession, which is ”territorial remedy for alien domination, must be justified by territorial arguments.”
 Supporters of his argument take the territorial integrity principle and apply it retroactively to former borders, therefore secession is restoring the status quo ante. According to this view the right to secession from the current state and return to independence or attachment to the original state from which it was detached must be based on “historical grievance” that came about as the result “of  some unjustifiable historic event.”
 According to Brilmayer, “(S)ecessionist claims involve, first and foremost, disputed claims to territory. Ethnicity primarily identifies the people making the disputed territorial claim.”
 Here Brilmayer seems to contradict Hannum who interprets the concept of self-determination as “people’s problem,” while Brilmayer sees it as “territorial issue,” i.e. a matter of which group is the lawful owner of a territory and who should exercise sovereign rights over it. 

Since Brilmayer sees the problem in terms of “historic grievance,” she emphasizes that it must be kept alive over generations. 

Ethnic identification keeps the historic grievance alive by passing the loss from one generation to the next. Old wrongs will not be forgotten so long as an existing group continues to experience the historical wrongs as its own, as part of its heritage. The usual modes of transmission of this shared sense of wrong are precisely the ones that typically define ethnic communities. Wrongs are passed down by recitation within the family, through educational and religious institutions and by way of shared culture, such as stories, myths, nationalistic songs, and the like. If at any one point an individual should ask, “why should I care about the past?” the answer follows that “These are your people who were wronged. You are one of us, and we all share this wrong and ought to struggle to make it right.” ... Ethnicity answers the question, “why do people still care about something that had occurred  such a long time ago?” It constitutes a barrier to assimilation and the guarantee that historical grievances will continue to be relevant in the present day It gives the current claimants their standing in protest, not in a technical, but in an emotional sense.

Human nature being what it is, the more the oppressive majority attempts to force assimilation, the more the minority, including its youth, will resent it. Thus discrimination and oppression creates exactly the opposite of the intended result. It forces the minority to adopt a siege mentality and to swear that they will never give in to the oppressor, and to cling on the memory of the territorial wrong they or their ancestors have suffered, and the grievance will continue until liberation comes. Thus, the territorial claim and the current human rights abuses re-enforce each other and make the case for secession even stronger.

Some secessionists movements, like the Jura separatists in the Swiss Jura canton, as we shall see, today base their claim exclusively on the territorial argument, without alleging any human rights violation by the Swiss. It should be noted, however, that Brilmayer does not seem to support such demands since he explains, that at least in non-colonial situations, secessionists “need additional arguments to support secessionist claims, such as the existence of widespread human rights abuses.”

Another interesting aspect of the territorial argument concerns forced population exchanges in a territory claimed by the minority.

A third factor, also controversial, is the extent to which the territory has now been settled by members of the dominant group. It is a common strategy to attempt to solidify conquest by moving loyal citizens of the victorious state into the new territory.... I mentioned this strategy earlier as causing problems with plebiscites under the standard [i.e. human rights] account, but it also generates problems under a territorial analysis. From the point of view of separatists, such new settlement ought to have no significance whatsoever.  They did not ask for these new inhabitants. Had the secessionists’ territory not been improperly annexed, the newcomers could have been excluded entirely. Taking the newcomers’ presence into account compounds the original injury. Yet, as a practical matter, the new settlers tend to legitimize the territorial status quo...

Brilmayer makes an interesting point, and it should be important for the UN to prohibit or disregard such a population transfer in considering the minority’s right to autonomy and secession. If allowed, this would be violating the legal principle that a perpetrator should not benefit from an illegal act.

While the two lines of argument seem to exclude each other, on closer examination the two in fact complement each other, or at least the territorial argument strengthens demand based on minority and human rights violations. According to Brilmayer, “the  two supposedly competing principles of people and territory actually work in tandem.”
 

If a people constituting a minority in a state have never had independence or never had been part of another people, it is harder for them to justify and gain support for secession and independence and should be satisfied with autonomy. According to Brilmayer again,  “the remedy for maltreatment [in these cases] is better treatment by the current government, not permission to set up a new state in the same location.”
 

But when a minority population can claim territorial grievance and is suffering widespread and serious human rights violations by a stubborn or incompetent government, after everything else failed, including attempts to gain autonomy, their right to secession should be recognized without forcing the minority to use violent means to create an international issue and a threat to peace. By the way, Brilmayer is also opposed to violence “such as bombing airplanes,” as counterproductive way to gain publicity since “it might be undesirable to reward such activities.”
 

There is one more recent development in political theory that should be considered in discussing self-determination. Although political culture and the “political fault line”
 is not directly related to self-determination and secession, in judging secessionist claims like Kosovo, it certainly should be considered. If the two populations in a state are separated by a cultural chasm as well as geography, the secessionist claims should be taken much more seriously since compromise and reconciliation would seem to be much more difficult and perhaps even impossible.

The Flip Side of De-Colonization and the Lessons to be Learned for the UN

In order to protect both the current boundaries and  human rights, in the 1960’s the UN decided to end the colonial rule in the Third World (although the term was not used). In their zeal, the authors of the UN Resolution to end colonial rule did not pay attention to the ethnic diversity that existed in the soon-to-be-freed colonies.

The result was that on the one hand it was UN action that had accelerated the process of granting the right of self-determination to colonial peoples, and on the other hand the same action, quite ironically, had nailed the safety valve shut on ethnic minorities not only in the recently de-colonized countries but in other, older multi-ethnic states.

In the 1960’s the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples stated that “all peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social  and cultural development.” Yet, the same Declaration contained a clause prohibiting the disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity of the state. This could mean that not only secession but even the demand for territorial autonomy is prohibited. 

It seems at first that this Declaration benefited the colonial peoples while not granting any rights to non-colonial peoples. But the conflicts following de-colonization in most liberated countries ethnic conflicts flared up as the result of prohibition against border changes. When the colonial rulers had established their colonies, they had drawn the boundaries at their convenience, without any consideration of old ethnic lines dividing the colonial peoples. So, after the colonial powers that maintained peace and stability in their colonies were withdrawn, the conflict between the  different ethnic groups that were forced into one state flared up, and today, according to a recent article in FOREIGN AFFAIRS there are about 10 million internal refugees in Africa, in Europe and Asia some 5 million each, and over 2 million in Latin America.
 I have no statistics on the number of people killed in these conflicts, but I am sure it is also substantial.

Thus, the UN Declaration subjects the concept of national self-determination to two conflicting standards: on the one hand, seems to promise effective exercise of minority rights, on the other hand, it fails to support autonomy (“internal self-determination”), and explicitly prohibits secession (“external self-determination”) or changing borders, the only effective means of guaranteeing self-determination against a hostile majority. This means that the UN Declaration on the long run created more conflict, suffering and violence than existed under the colonial regime and there are some peoples who were better off, or at least were more protected and lived more peacefully, during foreign colonial rule!

The new UN rule went against centuries of tradition and international law,
 the 1921 League ruling in the case of the Aaland Islands,
 and current expert opinion.
 All three allow not only autonomy but even secession in cases of extreme necessity. Thus, there are two possible solutions: either make the UN to amend its rule and explicitly allow secession in cases of extreme necessity, or interpret the current rule in light of the old rules and make the rule apply only to arbitrary secession efforts, but not prohibiting the traditional exception: extreme necessity. Congressmen Smith and Hoyer seems to interpret it this way, in not calling for a new UN Resolution. 

Whichever approach one takes, the current situation is inadequate, since there is no authoritative international organ or court that could decide if extreme necessity is present or not. In the views of the two Congressmen such necessity has been present for quite some time, but in spite of their experience and learned opinion, it is still a private opinion that can be disregarded by not only the President of the United States but by Milosevic and his army too. So, ultimately the issue must be brought back to the UN to restore the extreme necessity rule with certain standards, and to set up an enforcement machinery.

The opinion of the International Court of Justice in the FRONTIER DISPUTE CASE, shows a great deal of self-deception in denying the right to change frontiers:

(A)t first sight this principle [of territorial integrity/uti possidetis]conflicts outright with another one, the right of peoples to self-determination. In fact, however, the maintenance of the territorial status quo in Africa is often seen as the wisest course... The essential requirement of stability in order to survive, to develop and gradually consolidate their independence in all fields, has induced African States judiciously to consent to the respecting of colonial frontiers, and take account of it in the interpretation of the principle of self-determination of peoples.

While the opinion is literally correct, the judges must have said it with tongue in cheek that the African States, whose governments were trying to protect the status quo which had  elevated them into power, have “judiciously” consented to the idea of territorial integrity, since the peoples, who were supposed to have the right of self-determination, were not asked, and have not consented! The court opinion shifts the subject of self-determination in its statement from peoples to states and governments, denying the rights of the peoples, in order to protect a hostile status quo that benefits governments. The opinion, and the position that it defends, has created a tremendous bed of Procrustes that all peoples must fit onto. This unfortunate situation could arise only because of  the above outlined confusion about the definition of people. “People” could be the people of an entire state, the government of the state, and people of a minority. The UN Declaration should have been called  “Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Enslaving Peoples” Declaration. Even if the politicians at the UN confused the situation, there is no excuse for the International Court of Justice which is supposed to be above politics for not clarifying the situation in the FRONTIER DISPUTE CASES. Without being familiar with the case, one might suspect that those arguing the right of the peoples to secede, were not familiar with Grotius and the 1921 League ruling.

As the above quoted statistics show, with 5 million internal refugees Europe is suffering from the same rigid requirement that prevents re-ordering the national borders enslaving minority peoples  to reflect ethnic divisions that would end, or substantially reduce, local conflicts and would guarantee the right of self-determination. Therefore there is a growing movement to re-visit de-colonization and correct the two mistakes made in the first one: extend the same right to other continents, and remove the sanctity of borders concept from international law.

In this evolution of the concept of self-determination, according to Nanda, “as a marked departure from the past, there is no longer an international consensus today that the recognition of self-determination claims is to be limited to colonial and non-self-governing situations.”
 According to van Praag, general secretary of the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organization (UNPO), 

(A)ltough one form of decolonization has now almost been completed, the world is starting to experience what the Dutch Foreign Ministry spokesperson, J. T. Hoekema, described [in 1991] as the ‘second generation of decolonization.” The international community must become aware of the inadequacy of the present legal order and its structures and must respond to this new situation. Change is needed both in the implementation of the right of self-determination and in the political and legal structures dealing with such questions. The vacuum in the law resulting from the refusal to recognize and apply, in a non-discriminatory manner, has been filled by the default notion that ‘might is right’. In this respect, law has become a mere tool to enforce actual power relations.

Thus, the rigid International Court of Justice, UN and US positions, as applied in Bosnia and Kosovo, may have created the impression that they are  unconditionally opposed to any frontier adjustment, and support the “might makes right” approach, making the principle of the inviolability of borders a “mere tool to enforce the actual power relations.” We hope that this is not the case, but chauvinist oppressors in Serbia, Rumania or Slovakia, or anywhere else, for that matter, might think that it is, and use it as a license to oppress!

Therefore it is imperative to rectify the situation and correct the impression departed by the idea of the sanctity of the borders. To oppose autonomy in 1999 or 2000 is anachronism After at least a decade of effort, the turning point came as the result of the Yugoslavian wars of independence. Now the question is not if, but when and how? Peacefully or through bloody uprisings, under UN authority or against it? One must realize, as we are going into the next chapter that the name United Nations is misleading. The UN consists of representatives of governments, not peoples. The peoples have to exert tremendous pressure to move a body which, to paraphrase President Lincoln’s Gettysburg address, is “of the government, by the governments, and for the governments.” The governments are the constituency of the United Nations.

The next question should be asked, if the UN would have the will, does it have the authority to interfere in domestic problems and order autonomy or border adjustments? Or, in a broader context, does the “International Community” has the right to fix what is had broken? The answer should be not only a YES to this question, but a YES even to the statement suggesting that it in fact it has an OBLIGATION to fix what it had broken.

Self-Determination and UN Authority
The sovereignty of the state has been shrinking in the last century, giving rise to ever increasing role for international law. This trend at times have lead to considerable controversy, like the ex post facto application of laws at the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials as Justice William O. Douglas has suggested in his essay on the modern trends in the evolution of international law.
  But ordinarily, law making precedes law enforcement even in international relations. 

Thus when the UN had intervened in the Korean conflict, it interfered on the basis of its Charter that authorizes the United Nations to “take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace.”  As the consequence,

the United Nations action in Korea was the first time outlawry of aggression was implemented by direct, military action by the community of nations.... This was noble, principled, responsible action that gave power and force to a newly forged tenet of international law

by restricting the sovereignty of a member nation to peaceful, non-aggressive behavior towards her neighbors. Application of UN principles to non-member nations, if there were any, who did not voluntarily sign the UN Charter would be more controversial.

The international efforts to curb aggression has taken a new turn when the international community and the UN has decided to take preventive measures by prohibiting Iraq from producing chemical and biological warfare materials, and insisting on on-site inspection by an international group of experts. Such a step would have been considered highly offensive under the traditional concept of national sovereignty.

UN action might also enforce the right to self-determination by restricting the sovereignty of a member nation to peaceful, non-aggressive behavior towards her neighbors. Forcing subjects of a country to flee outside the country, if that is the case, should be deemed to disturb peace, so the UN can intervene in the domestic affairs of the offending nations. Perhaps less obvious international disturbance would be impeding the ability of minority members to interact freely and effectively with the outside world. Application of UN principles to non-member nations who did not volunteer to sign the UN Charter would be more controversial. But claims of breaches of peace would and should be only a pretense. Ideally, the UN members should resolve to enforce the right of self-determination based on the primacy of human rights over international boundaries or claims of sovereignty, whether it disturbs peace or not. Recognition among the membership of the international community is a privilege, with certain advantages, so, the state owes certain things to the community of states, like respecting individual and minority rights.

But now, after years of aggressive Serbian behavior, the patience of the civilized world must have eroded to the point where in the interest of human rights and world peace, the United Nations will have to  take effective action in the Balkan and develop a policy of not only  promoting but demanding or if necessary, unilaterally granting and announcing autonomy rights, or in extreme cases, outright independence to oppressed minorities.

If the international community continues to stall, violence and various acts of terror may follow to call attention to the plight of an oppressed minority, as it has happened in many cases, even in the civilized Western Europe.

Speaking of violence and its causes we should listen to Hannum again. Although Hannum rejects violence to achieve even a legitimate goal, he makes two points concerning violence, the second one being the lack of adequate and effective mechanism to settle minority issues. 

If neither international law nor politics offers a mechanism through which minorities trapped within a new ethnic state may rejoin their former state, or, at least, create an autonomous region within their new home, rejection of the border by force may be seen as the only alternative...

... the present lack of both normative and moral clarity may be responsible for at least some of the increased separatist violence of the post-Cold War years. Emboldened by the international community’s acceptance of the dissolution of Yugoslavia... dissatisfied groups in all parts of the world are more likely to obtain meaningful outside support than low-keyed appeals for minority rights or autonomy.

A more clearly formulated set of international norms, such as those suggested here, may discourage at least some questionable claims and the ready resort to violence that often accompanies them.... recognizing and accommodating conflicting rights is the only way in which the world can respond to diametrically opposed demands  in a politically and morally disciplined manner.

The oppressed minorities might learn from the Kosovo affair the wrong yet appropriate lesson: under the current international system sometimes one needs to cause violence, commit terror acts, otherwise nobody will listen. Once the conflict escalates and becomes  violent, it will be viewed as terror by the majority, as justifiable freedom fight by the minority.

The international community could also learn from the example of Kosovo. They stood by silently when Serbia took away  autonomy from Kosovo and from the Hungarian populated Voivodina, and the West refused to support autonomy demands while the conflict was on level two. When the conflict escalated to level three and the people of Kosovo denied the legitimacy of the Serbian government over Kosovo, about two years too late, President Clinton and the international community comes up with a belated autonomy solution. But it is too little too late for the people of Kosovo, and too late for Milosevic, who have put everything on the Kosovo card. Giving autonomy now to Kosovo would mean on the one hand that the people of Kosovo would be ruled with the assistance of their butchers, and on the other hand, that Milosevic could not keep what he had promised to the Serbs of Kosovo and would lose his hero status, and he just cannot afford that! The necessary good will to live within the same state under the same sovereign, and the necessary trust to expect that the terms of autonomy will be carried out once the attention of the world turns to other problems is just not there anymore, if it ever was. The international community backed both Kosovo and Milosevic into their respective corners so that peaceful solution other than full independence seems impossible at this writing.

The obvious lesson is that if the minorities’ reasonable demands are met and their rights are protected, or if autonomy is granted in time, it might make talk of separation obsolete. Granting autonomy in time would prevent the conflict from escalating to the stage when terror acts would seem the only hope to achieve equal rights. The reason is simple: although many would view various forms of autonomy as an imperfect solution, if the majority of the minority group is de facto satisfied with autonomy, they will neither support a costly and dangerous terrorist movement to achieve separation, nor would the majority want to face an uncertain future once secession is completed.! 

This point is made quite eloquently by a team of experts of the European based Federal Union of Ethnic Groups, FUEN, who had issued an updated discussion document, PROTECTION OF ETHNIC MINORITIES, in 1994, including a draft for an additional Protocol to the ECHR, including a draft on Fundamental Rights of Persons belonging to Ethnic Groups in Europe, and a model proposal with an accompanying report on Autonomy Rights of Ethnic Groups in Europe. The aim of the documents is to urge “a comprehensive, European-standardized protection of ethnic groups,” that would complement the already existing rights of individuals within ethnic groups.
 

Acceptance of these recommendations by the Council of Europe would bring group rights into the European system of protection, and would make the rights adopted “enforceable at the Council of Europe” level. But for global application and enforcement UN involvement is required.

The introductory report of the Autonomy Rights document analyzes “the strained relationship between the fundamental principle of sovereignty and territorial integrity of  the State under international law and the fundamental principle of the rights of the national minorities.” The principle of territorial integrity currently excludes the right of secession. Therefore the  FUEN experts propose that 

(I)f an explicit right of secession is not given or--whatever the reason may be--is not desired or not desirable, a national minority has a right to a minimum of internal autonomy and to an optimum of autonomy, i.e. as much autonomy as possible, without endangering the national unity; the minimum of autonomy is in any case that extent which is necessary for the preservation of the existence and the identity of national minorities. In particular, cultural rights are a part of this minimum...

... Autonomy granted in time is the best precautionary measure against attempts of secession. (If) it is granted too late, i.e. at a moment when a powerful movement of secession has developed, it is possible that when it is granted it is no more credible, and then it is no longer suitable to stop the striving for secession.”

The last paragraph bears repeating: “Autonomy granted in time is the best precautionary measure against attempts of secession,” and one may add, of violence. Unfortunately, it is too late in Bosnia and Kosovo to prevent violence, but not too late in Voivodina, Slovakia  or Transylvania, and in many other parts of the world!

The OSCE position on Self-Determination

The recent issue of OSCE Newsletter reports on the 7th Annual Session of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly (PA) meeting held in Copenhagen in July, 1998. According to the report, 

A supplementary resolution on Kosovo was also approved. It appealed to all parties in the Kosovo conflict to return to the principles of non-violence and denounced the policies of the Government of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) for its military aggression against the Albanian population of Kosovo. While supporting the demands for strong autonomy for Kosovo, the Assembly reaffirmed the position that the principles of the international law with regard to the inviolability of frontiers and the territorial integrity of States, as enshrined in the Helsinki Final Act, should be respected in the case of the FRY and other States in the region.

 It seems the PA Meeting was referring to the following provisions of the Helsinki Final Act (FA):

III.  Inviolability of frontiers


The participating States regard as inviolable all one another's frontiers as well as the frontiers of all States in Europe and therefore they will refrain now and in the future from assaulting these frontiers.

Accordingly, they will also refrain from any demand for, or act of, seizure and usurpation of part or all of the territory of any participating State.

This provision is followed by one about the

IV.  Territorial integrity of States

The participating States will respect the territorial integrity of each of the participating States.


Accordingly, they will refrain from any action inconsistent with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations against the territorial integrity, political independence or the unity of any participating State, and in particular from any such action constituting a threat or use of force.


The participating States will likewise refrain from making each other's territory the object of military occupation or other direct or indirect measures of force in contravention of international law, or the object of acquisition by means of such measures or the threat of them.  No such occupation or acquisition will be recog​nized as legal.

And 

VI.  Non-intervention in internal affairs


The participating States will refrain from any intervention, direct or indirect, individual or collective, in the internal or external affairs falling within the domestic jurisdiction of another participating State, regardless of their mutual relations.


They will accordingly refrain from any form of armed intervention or threat of such intervention against another participating State.

But the FA also provides:

VII.  Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief


The participating States will respect human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief, for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion.


They will promote and encourage the effective exercise of  civil,  political,  economic, social, cultural and other rights and freedoms all of which derive from the inherent dignity of the human person and are essential for his free and full development.


Within this framework the participating States will recognize and respect the freedom of the individual to profess and practice, alone or in community with others, religion or belief acting in accordance with the dictates of his own conscience.


The participating States on whose territory national minorities exist will respect the right of persons belonging to such minorities to equality before the law, will afford them the full opportunity for the actual enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms and will, in this manner, protect their legitimate interests in this sphere.


The participating States recognize the universal significance of human rights and fundamental freedoms, respect for which is an essential factor for the peace, justice and well-being necessary to ensure the development of friendly relations and co-operation among themselves as among all States.


They will constantly respect these rights and freedoms in their mutual relations and will endeavor jointly and separately, including in co-operation with the United Nations, to promote universal and effective respect for them.


They confirm the right of the individual to know and act upon his rights and duties in this field.


In the field of human rights and fundamental freedoms, the participating States will act in conformity with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  They will also fulfill their obligations as set forth in the international declarations and agree​ments in this field, including inter alias the International Covenants on Human Rights, by which they may be bound.

VIII.  Equal rights and self-determination of peoples


The participating States will respect the equal rights of peoples and their right to self-determination, acting at all times in conformity with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and with the relevant norms of international law, including those relating to territorial integrity of States.


By virtue of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, all peoples always have the right, in full freedom, to determine, when and as they wish, their internal and external political status, without external interference, and to pursue as they wish their political, economic, social and cultural development.


The participating States reaffirm the universal significance of respect for and effective exercise of equal rights and self-determination of peoples for the development of friendly relations among themselves as among all States; they also recall the importance of the elimination of any form of violation of this principle.

It should be obvious from the above excerpts from the Final Act (FA) that there are serious conflicts in the principles of the FA and the structure of OSCE is built on a major fault line.

There is a conflict between the  inviolability of the borders and the provision for human rights and self-determination, as has been proven by recent events in Kosovo and also in other parts of the world. Since the Serb state under the Milosevic government is protected by the provisions guaranteeing the inviolability of the borders, it can resist complying with the human rights provisions. Thus, in effect, the two provisions instead of complementing, they may mutually exclude each other.

In jurisprudence when two conflicting rights face each other, there are two principles: either the higher right prevails, or if the rights are equal, they are balanced against each other, calling for a compromise solution.

It should be also obvious that if there is any conflict between the two rights, the sovereign rights of states to “the inviolability of  frontiers and the territorial integrity of States, as enshrined in the Helsinki Final Act,”  and the rights of individuals “which derive from the inherent dignity of the human person and are essential for his free and full development,” the universally recognized human rights should prevail, at least in cases of extreme necessity to protect human rights, and human lives! The problem with the Helsinki Process that it also disregards Grotius’ rule about extreme necessity, and OSCE will be unable to carry out its assigned mission until its hands are tied by the sanctity of borders rule. 

The FA, unfortunately, leaves the protection of the minority rights to the good will of the  governments that are in the hands of the dominant groups, and seems to exclude any means of outside pressure when it prohibits “external interference.”

It should be noted that in addition to giving priority to the inviolability of frontiers, the PA also used inappropriate language in the Copenhagen Declaration that may have helped it to come to the wrong substantive decision.

(a) As we have seen there are no “principles of the international law with regard to the inviolability of  frontiers and the territorial integrity of States.” There are only treaties and resolutions, passed by governments that often have an interest in the status quo. If there were such principles they would have to disregard how those boundaries came to be, and freeze forever the boundary situation, even those boundaries  that might have been artificially created, like those imposed after World War One at Trianon, or when China occupied Tibet, or when Germany was divided into East and West Germany, or  Tsarist Russia created an empire encompassing one and a half continents! The concept of the inviolability of borders was created as a cold war compromise to induce Russia to participate in the Helsinki process, and it is time to do away with it. If one wants to find true principles regarding frontiers one must go back to Grotius as we have done above.

(b) Therefore it is inappropriate, at least in this contexts, to use the term “enshrined.” There is no fundamental right either  to territorial integrity or to oppress a portion of population just because they belong to a different ethnic group, or profess a different religion than the majority, recognized for states and political systems. If anything is and should be  “enshrined” by the FA, it is the inviolability of human rights “which derive from the inherent dignity of the human person and are essential for his free and full development”! If one wants to go back to the American Declaration of Independence, one may even claim that these inalienable rights are given by the Creator! There can be no right to territorial integrity or sanctity of borders that can go as high a source! Therefore OSCE policy must be based on the solid ground of the primacy of human rights over the rights of political regimes. 

OSCE and the PA is on more solid ground when it seems to attempt at least some balancing, by supporting “strong autonomy for Kosovo.” Unfortunately, however, it is not only too little too late in the case of Kosovo, but OSCE has no power or even authority to impose such autonomy. OSCE’s hands are tied by the conflicting provisions of FA. 

Looking back at the history of OSCE (CSCE then), it was formed at the height of the cold war, and it was necessary at that time to compromise with the Soviet bloc and trade border protection for human rights. But today the protection the FA guarantees states encourages small time dictators like the since then ousted Meciar in Slovakia and Milosevic in Serbia, to continue their oppressive policies. The effort of OSCE to hold individuals liable for war crimes is commendable but is very insufficient to protect the rights of ethnic and religious minorities against military assault by their own government.

The Assembly appealed to President Milosevic to speed up implementation of the commitments he entered into in the Moscow  joint statement of 16 June 1998. The Assembly also called for the investigation and prosecution by the International Criminal Tribunal for Former Yugoslavia of crimes against humanity committed in Kosovo, the immediate withdrawal of Serbian special police units, and the end of operations against the civilian population.

It was quite naive for the Assembly to expect that such an “appeal” will have any concrete result. Their naiveté is further demonstrated by concluding that

the Declaration "recognized that meeting the challenges of implementation of OSCE principles and commitments does not require the creation of new institutions and structures, but rather should involve a refinement of existing OSCE tools and resources in the pursuit of greater effectiveness." 

Such naiveté will guarantee the inefficiency and eventual irrelevance of OSCE to make this planet more peaceful place. “In the pursuit of  greater effectiveness" the scope of the authority must be expanded, and only switching of emphasis from state rights to individual rights will make OSCE more effective. The rest of the PA’s conclusion is also just so much verbiage that Milosevic will dismiss as he had dismissed even greater threats than monitoring and looking for early warning signs.

Also, the Assembly continued to call for revision of OSCE decision-making procedures and urged the OSCE Ministerial Council to "consider expanding those circumstances under which the existing consensus-minus-one decision-making mechanism is utilized to include, inter alias, approval of budgets, deployment of missions, and selection of senior personnel." 

The Assembly also urged, "in particular, the establishment of continuous monitoring of compliance with OSCE principles and norms, so that implementation constitutes a basic and routine OSCE activity, including granting the Chairman-in-Office the power to invoke an appropriate review mechanism," and recommended 

that parliamentary institutions, including the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, the European Parliament, and the North Atlantic Assembly, intensify their co-operation in election monitoring and that an appropriate division of labour be developed between the parliamentary and governmental institutions, including separation of responsibilities between assistance with the organization of elections and judgment of the quality and fairness of those elections.

The Assembly further recommended "taking concrete steps to set up the early warning system of social and economic indicators with a direct link to security, as proposed at the Prague meeting of the Economic Forum of 1996."

At the same PA US Congressman  and former Chair, now House ranking member of CSCE, Mr. Hoyer also expressed concern and stated that “we must be prepared to intervene decisively--even if that means militarily.”

This is quite a bold statement within the existing parameters, but misses the point. Milosevic and the Serb leadership are willing to sacrifice more lives, preferably somebody else’s, if necessary. But there is only one thing that would deter them: threat of losing Kosovo. Also, if we want to destroy Milosevic we can hurt him by taking away Kosovo and placing the blame on his aggressive policies, making him a scapegoat instead of a hero or martyr. So, instead of more military threat, bring the issue before the UN to lift the prohibition on changing frontiers, and announce the independence of Kosovo. If Milosevic would then attack Kosovo, it would be war and then NATO or the UN would be justified to intervene militarily and decisively. 

The Belgian Helsinki Committee proposes another project, which has had some success in Western Europe, but has been frustrated in Central Europe by the intensity of nationalistic feelings. Dr. Yvo J. D. Peeters reports in the Spring 1996 issue of OSCE/ODIHR Bulletin that instead of tinkering with borders, there are attempts to simply “make political borders obsolete.”
 Dr. Peeters observes that “the existence of  political borders ...  totally disregard the ethnic realities on the ground, and thus create the so called national minorities. One example of weakening political borders is the ”transfrontier co-operation” that allows members of the same ethnicity to cooperate with members of the same ethnic group across political borders. This would be especially useful in the Carpathian Basin where currently, with the dissolution of Yugoslavia, all six countries surrounding Hungary  have sizable Hungarian population. Unfortunately, while there is a successful “Regional Forum” along  the Austrian-Hungarian border, there is little interest by the other five governments of the dominant majorities in these countries in any transfrontier co-operation of their ethnic minorities.

The Euregion Carpatho-Tysa [Tisza in Hungarian] is without any doubt the most challenging transfrontier venture in Central Europe. It is formed by regions in Ukraine, South-East Poland, East Slovakia, East Hungary, and North-East Romania. In this very sensitive area, ethnic problems are quite important. Some of the borders which are only from the post-war era are questioned. Proposals for regional autonomy are looked upon with great distrust by the several governments of the concerned states. Since the Hungarians make out the largest part of the minorities, some states are suspicious of hidden agendas from Budapest.

The excuse is rather lame. Both Hungarian governments after the collapse of Communism have repeatedly renounced any intent to seek border changes, and in any case, there is little that Hungary could do to change the borders peacefully. The excuse is presented only to justify their refusal of granting any rights to the Hungarian minority. If they would want to satisfy the rightful demands of  the Hungarian minority, and are afraid of autonomy and any “hidden agenda from Budapest”, following Hannum’s arguments above, all they have to do is grant the minority adequate protection as it should be done in any decent democracy, and the demand for autonomy and the hidden agenda from Budapest will be dismantled.

But even if the governments would agree to transfrontier co-operation, that would not take care of most other needs of the minority. Yet, it could serve as an ice-breaker, as a first step toward meaningful reform, either granting minority rights on a case by case basis, or granting autonomy.

Considering everything in a global context, instead of recommending these almost meaningless and often quite useless regional half-measures, it is time to re-visit the concept of national self-determination, as a flood of articles in professional journals urges. It is time to strengthen the pro-human-rights provisions of OSCE and weaken the protection accorded to wayward states.

The US, Territorial Status Quo, and the Balkan Problem
Unfortunately, the US is not only committed to the principle of territorial status quo, but even criticizes others who call for changes in international policy and suggest border changes to alleviate the minority problem.

On November 20, 1997, Ms. Dorothy Douglas Taft, a member of the US delegation to the Warsaw OSCE Implementation Meeting, had issued, seemingly based on slanted information, a statement addressed to the Moderator which included  the following statement: 

... we do not believe that this concern [with human rights violations] is constructively manifested by calls to re-draw the borders in this region, as a member of the Hungarian Smallholders Party suggested two weeks ago. Accordingly, Mr. Moderator, we invite our Hungarian colleagues here to reiterate once again their respect for and commitment to its current borders, consistent with the Helsinki Final Act.

Regardless of the fully inadequate reply by the Hungarian delegation
 last year, the statement has been criticized by the National Federation of American Hungarians in a letter to the Honorable Senator Alfonse D’Amato, Chairman, and The Honorable Rep. Christopher H. Smith, Co-Chair of the American Congressional CSCE group, on the following grounds:

1. There does not seem to be anything in the Helsinki Final Act or the UN Charter that would prohibit a politician from making a remark about the desirability or necessity, under certain circumstances, of peaceful border changes.

2. In fact, US officials supported such adjustments as early as 1944, and 

3. experts in international law increasingly support the idea of border adjustments, including the right to secede.

4. Therefore, the statement can be considered  a one-sided interference in Hungarian domestic politics. The US CSCE delegation has yet to object publicly to statements by Mr. Funar or other chauvinistic Rumanian officials, or chauvinistic Slovak or Serb politicians.

Although the above quoted provisions of the Helsinki Final Act are quite ambiguous, they do not prohibit discussion, recommendation, or even request of peaceful border changes, or changes in the current international policy concerning border changes. Dr. Peeters in the official OSCE/ODIHR Bulletin pointed out that the various OSCE documents

contain some apparently contradictory statements about borders. On the one hand, the inviolability of  existing borders is confirmed. On the other hand peaceful and negotiated change of borders is not excluded.

The experience of the last decade shows that most--if not all--participating states only stress the first principle. The second one has never been genuinely considered.
 

The above quoted statement by Ms. Taft of the United States OSCE delegation is an example of how even the US, which does not seem to have any vested interest in the borders in Central Europe, overlooked the second alternative included in the OSCE provisions, not to mention that it also overlooked if not outright denied the applicability of the “extreme necessity” rule. Further, Ms Taft had overlooked, or was uninformed, that re-drawing the boundaries around Hungary, as long as peaceful means are advocated, has been recommended during the US. deliberations to prepare the US policy for the post WW II period.
 

The Summary of these recommendations, prepared on July 26, 1944, after supporting changes along the Hungarian-Czechoslovak border,  states: “7. The United States favors an adjustment of the Hungarian frontier in Transylvania along from North of Arad to Szatmar to Hungary,”
 

If the recommendation had been followed in 1945, there would be no need now to raise the question of frontiers by the Hungarian Smallholders Party politician. By the way, it should be noted that the same party presently is a member of the governing coalition.

In addition, the right to self-determination, including secession is not only recognized in international law, but, as it has been shown, it is being increasingly promoted by international law experts as a means of preventing local conflicts when autonomy is not granted in time. Let me offer only one quote at this time. Thomas Franck wrote 

a minority within a state, especially if it occupies a discrete territory, may have a right to secede--roughly analogous to a decolonization right--if it is persistently and egregiously denied political and social equality as well as the opportunity to retain cultural identity.
 

Many believe that such is the case in the countries that the Smallholders Party politician was referring to!

A similar attack on self-determination occurred in Congress some ten years earlier. The full House and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee already passed an amendment supporting autonomy for Hungarians in Transylvania. There was nothing in the amendment that would suggest that the purpose of the amendment was external autonomy, that is, secession. Yet, Bulcsu Veress, who was on Senator Dodd’s staff at the time, interpreted it as a demand for territorial carving up of Rumania, wrote and circulated a list of “Talking Points” which attacked the concept and the Amendment, asserting that 

There is no law in international law that would give the right of self-determination to ethnic minorities... Whole nations, of course, have that right, such as the Polish or the Afghan nations even if they are temporarily deprived of its exercise. On the other hand, the very sentence in the Helsinki Agreement for example, that contains the right of self-determination also reasserts  the territorial integrity of states.

Instead of attempting to limit the scope of the amendment and to  clarify it, as Mr. Dornan explained on the House floor that the Amendment does not involve territorial changes, merely would assure free exercise and development of their national, cultural, and religious identity, the document misrepresents the aim of the Amendment.
  If the author of the talking points was sincere in its support of the minority rights when he wrote that “the Dornan Amendment as written seems to give support to the Rumanian propaganda” i.e. that the effort to gain the right of self-determination is “only a pretext to conceal the real intentions of territorial revachists,” he should have offered corrections, instead of recommending the “delete everything” that refers to autonomy. 

The author of the Talking Points also misrepresents international law. Although Mr. Veress  should not be held responsible for the recent developments, as already outlined,  there is no excuse for somebody who presents himself as an expert on international law, not to be aware of Grotius’ rule which clearly establishes the right of even territorial self-determination, and the 1921 League of Nations rule in the case of the Aaland Islands. Both affirm that in extreme (and only in extreme) necessity, even territorial autonomy, without the consent of the majority population or its government, is justified!

The US defends its position that it is promoting a form of pluralism and supporting a form of “colorblind” society in the Balkan where people with different backgrounds will learn to live in peace within the same community. The hope is that in time Kosovo will turn into a beautiful and peaceful rainbow society  of ethnic and religious groups. But this dream had been brutally destroyed by reality.

If one can learn anything from Balkan history is the lesson that ethnicity is more important than survival. People are willing to sacrifice not only their economic  or physical well being but their (and others’) very lives on the altar of blind ethnic hatred. 

As President Clinton’s own  “race advisory board” reported, according to an AP story
 the idea of a “colorblind society” does not work even here, in the United States. According to John Hope Franklin, the Chairman of the advisory board, 

“the idea that we should aspire to a ‘colorblind’ society is an impediment to reducing racial stereotyping. .. Given that research has demonstrated that the best way to reduce racial stereotyping is to be conscious about racial differences, it is important to present thoughtful alternative to the ‘colorblind society’ concept.”

Applying this to foreign policy, there is now scientific evidence, based on the board’s research, that the consensus of the international community about forcing a diverse population live as next door neighbors, which is the foundation of the Dayton Agreement, is wrong, it is “an impediment” to regional peace. The best way to reduce ethnic hatred and achieve peace in the Balkan (and other areas) is to consider ethnicity as an important factor, and “present thoughtful alternative” policies, like separating them with international (secession) or at least internal (autonomy) boundaries to reduce if not eliminate the daily contact and thus much of the opportunity for conflict between diverse and often hostile groups.

This is not to suggest that those in charge of representing the US at international human rights forums are incompetent, but they should realize that aside from being locked into a paradigm that is outmoded and invites small time dictators to make a political career out of oppressing minorities, and those who deal with human rights problems abroad, need a wider perspective. 

Therefore Hurst Hannum not only urges the statesmen and policy makers to create an appropriate mechanism to deal with minority issues and protections, but he wants to enlarge the focus of American politicians, and has a message to the lower level administrators who not only carry out policy but often also advise the policy makers. The message should not be limited to American personnel, of course, but should include even, or especially, the politicians, decision makers and advisors in states where there is a minority problem.

The United States should recognize that minimum human rights and minority standards are expanding beyond the purely individualistic focus  of America’s own traditions, incorporating language, culture, and education. Potential mediators  and advisers will need to become familiar with comparative arrangements for power sharing, devolution, federalism, confederalism, territorial and functional autonomy, self-government, special participation rights for minorities or regional groups, proportional representation, and similar arrangements.

But the problem is deeper than just ignorance or incompetence. The United States seems to give her full support to the policy of putting borders above people although it should be obvious that the policy is not working. The hopelessness of the Bosnian situation had been illustrated by Robert S. Gelbard, Special Representative of the President and the Secretary of State for Implementation of  the Dayton Peace Accords  in a Statement before the Senate Armed Services Committee on June 4, 1998.

Mr. Gelbard had admitted that “the [UN sponsored] peace process remains fragile, and without the security and confidence SFOR's presence provides, especially in light of conflict in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Bosnia could well lose ground or, worse, slip back into war.”

The SFOR forces are used as an artificial respirator that keeps a critical patient barely alive, and as soon as the plug is pulled, the patient dies. According to Gelbard, 

... while we have brought tremendous political and economic pressure to bear on each of them over the course of the last 14 months, the best leverage we had with those hard-line Bosnians seeking to block arms control or police reform, refugee returns, or free elections was clearly the SFOR presence. 

The public seems to blame the Serb politicians and military for the Bosnian crisis, but it is the international community that prevents a peaceful solution to the crisis. There is an excellent chronological account of the Yugoslav crisis provided by T.M. Franck which concludes that there is plenty of blame to go around. 

...Finally, invited by the Serbian minorities in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the EC’s Arbitral Commission established  by the Hague Peace Conference process concluded that, whatever the extent of the right [of self-determination] it did not include the right to modify the borders as they existed at the moment of independence.

Among others, it is these rulings that create the crisis in Bosnia as well as in Kosovo that doom not only the peace process but the innocent minorities who have been told over and over again that they have the right of self-determination!

If the investment of “tremendous political and economic pressure” without the troops could not buy peace in Bosnia, how do we expect to buy peace in Kosovo and in other areas  of the world? Worse yet, how long are we going to keep our troops there? What if ethnic violence would erupt in neighboring Rumania or Slovakia, both countries with sizable ethnic minority population and a long history of ethnic cleansing?

Mr. Gelbard’s statement is revealing evidence just how little our pressure has brought. 

We used that leverage and active United States diplomacy to persuade Milosevic finally last month to start negotiations on Kosovo's future status.  Talks are continuing in Pristina -- the next round is set for tomorrow, but the process, initiated by Kosovo Albanian leader Dr. Rugova in a May 15 meeting with President Milosevic, is extremely fragile.  It is seriously jeopardized by Belgrade's disproportionate and indiscriminate use of force in response to violence from Albanian extremists.

Less than a week after this statement William Cohen, our Secretary of Defense was lining up support in Brussels for military intervention in Kosovo. In September of 1998, amid some vicious attacks on the civilian population of Kosovo  the US Congress had passed an almost unanimous resolution demanding the indictment and trial of Milosevic for war crimes.

While the action is commendable for standing up for human rights, it is done in the wrong place and the wrong time against the wrong person. The place should be the UN, clarifying the self-determination issue and resolve the conflict between territorial claims and human rights claims, and also by establishing its primacy of human rights over the state’s rights to territorial integrity. The time should have been much earlier, at least during the Bosnia crisis, when Milosevic masterfully pushed the conflict to the breaking point and stopping when he met strong resistance, only to continue pushing as soon the resistance had weakened. The wrong person in the sense that Milosevic has become a national hero to the nationalist Serbs and punishing him at this point only makes him martyr and an even greater national hero. 

Milosevic is a textbook example of how the current international attitude allows dictators to operate. According to Julie Mertus, 

(M)ilosevic rekindled Serbian nationalism through Kosovo and the issue propelled him into power. Without Kosovo, Milosevic would not have the power base he needed to plunge into Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. Already a good Communist, Milosevic’s deeds on Kosovo showed that he was a good nationalist as well. Milosevic’s strategy on Kosovo became a defining and delimiting moment in Serbian politics. Once Milosevic had become the protector of Serbs in Kosovo, his role spread as the protector of Serbs everywhere. Without a Kosovo card, Milosevic would have had a far more difficult time implementing this strategy.
 

It is the international community that dealt Milosevic the Kosovo card that Milosevic uses to trump now the international community. Against this understanding of Milosevic, when his entire future and influence is based on acting tough in Kosovo, it is more than naive to expect that he will negotiate peace in good faith or international observers will scare him. It is simply cynical to allow Milosevic to hold together and support his own power base by his Kosovo strategy of killing civilian population who have been told by the international community that they “shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of their group, to enjoy their culture, to profess and practice their religion, or to use their own language”
 or to select their own sovereign. 

It should be noted that unfortunately, Milosevic is not the only one who plays the minority card to their political advantage. In Slovakia it was Meciar, the recently defeated Slovak premier,  in Rumania the best known is Funar, the mayor of the ancient Hungarian city, Kolozsvar, now called Cluj, to name only the top ones. Below them there are entire political parties and  hundreds if not thousands of radical politicians whose political future requires and thrives on ethnic conflict. In addition there are the educators, journalists and clergymen who have committed themselves to promote ethnic hatred and whose careers also depend on their ability to incite or fuel the fire of already existing ethnic conflicts.

Continuing the analogy, instead of indefinitely relying on the respirator, major surgery should be performed and the international community must cut Kosovo off the Serbian body politic to remove the Kosovo card from Milosevic’s hand. At the same time we should not endanger the Hungarian minority in Voivodina, by forcing Milosevic to save face with his Serb constituency and stay in power by using the “Hungarian Card.”

Fortunately, there is more and more support building in foreign policy circles both for autonomy as a form of national self determination, separating the diverse ethnic groups to reduce the contact points and to eliminate, or at least substantially reduce the opportunity for violence, and for outright secession in extremely grievous situation that Grotius would call a “case of extreme or in other ways inevitable necessity,” giving the aggrieved minority full independence and sovereignty. The Kosovo situation certainly qualifies as a “case of extreme or in other ways inevitable necessity.”

The Dayton Accords concerning Bosnia are based on anachronistic principles in denying both autonomy and secession rights. Given the old hatreds and mistrust, only foreign, quasi occupational forces can maintain a temporary truce between the conflicting ethnic groups. The more the world--and the Clinton Administration waits, the more difficult it might  be to avoid complete  partition

In a recent issue of FOREIGN AFFAIRS two articles criticize the American policy in Bosnia, and seem to support all the experts, including Ervin Laszlo’s views, and the FUEN experts recommendation. According to General Boyd, who was Deputy Commander in Chief, US European Command, from 1992 to 1995, the American insistence on forcing hostile ethnic groups with diverse political culture to live in peace within the same geographic area under one government is making things worse, instead of better and suggest that only dividing the three ethnic groups into “self-governing sub-states” with the central government handling only the most essential functions will bring peace and security to the area.

The second article, written by Gideon Rose, Deputy Director of National Security Studies and Olin Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations comes to similar conclusion. He proposes “a clear division and stable balance of power among different local factions--in other words, a partition.”
 The two authors’ evaluation of US policy is not too flattering for the Administration. According to General Boyd, it is a matter of prestige and a fear of loss of credibility that prevents the Clinton Administration from accepting the facts and look for a solution,
 while Rose calls the Administration’s policy “delusion,” and believes that the Administration is afraid that partition would “set a terrible example for the region.”
  The Administration was probably thinking of the Albanians in Kosovo and the Hungarians up North in Vojvodina, who had enjoyed autonomy within the former Yugoslavia, until the Serbs had eliminated it. After World War Two for a period there also existed a Hungarian Autonomous Region in Rumania, with 78.8% Hungarian majority, which comprised almost 35% of the total number of Hungarians living in Rumania. 

If one looks for a precedent for a sweeping change of attitudes in foreign policy, one needs to go no further than the 1960’s, when Charles De Gaulle solved the long lasting fight to keep Algeria a French colony. According to Quigley, “the French army, after a series of defeats from 1940 (by the Germans) to Indochina in 1954, resolved not to be defeated in Algeria and was prepared to overthrow by civil war any French cabinet that wished to give independence to that area.”
 The crisis led to the collapse of the short lived Fourth Republic and the election of General De Gaulle, a military man perceived to be a hard-liner, and a new constitution inaugurating the Fifth Republic, that still exists today. De Gaulle promptly started negotiations and on March 18, 1962 reached a historic settlement granting Algeria her independence. It took a statesman and general of De Gaulle’s stature to end the bitter fight that cost France over seven years, an estimated 250,000 lives and $20 billion.
 Is there another De Gaulle in the US or Western Europe who would take the bull by the horn and get out of the current quagmire?

The irony is that instead of being afraid, the Administration should grab the opportunity to develop a new foreign policy doctrine centered on the concept  of autonomy, and with one fell swoop solve the problems of minorities not only in Central Europe, from the Germans in the Czech Republic, the Hungarians in Slovakia, Rumania and Serbia, the Albanians in Kosovo, listing only those which seem to be geographically the closest to Bosnia, but in other areas of the world. 

The Clinton Administration and other world leaders should recognize that autonomy has been applied successfully in several countries to solve the problem of ethnic conflict, so it is not an unknown and untried concept that we are recommending. Also, it seems to be the inevitable trend in the future. Zoltani and Koszorus quote Hurst Hannum on this issue, who pointed out that the

reality of minorities and largely heterogeneous states in the contemporary world is also at odds with the theory of the nation state as it developed in the nineteenth century, and the rhetoric of one people/one state has carried over into the concept of  self-determination in the post-1945 period.

In other words, the heterogeneous unitary form of the state has become an oxymoron. The principle of national self-determination has made it out-dated, in need of serious revision and reform by accepting the concept of autonomy as a solution of current ills and as the foundation of a peaceful new millennium.

Of course, as we shall see, the degree and exact form of autonomy recommended to protect the rights of culturally, ethnically or religiously diverse groups and communities would depend in each case on the local circumstances and should be determined by negotiation between the representatives of the minority population and the government that is dominated by the majority group. Outside forces, like the UN, OSCE, the European Community, etc., should only mediate  (unless there is a case of extreme necessity), and provide the incentive, the carrot or the stick, if necessary, to improve life for the minorities of the several multi-ethnic countries, and to provide the human and minority rights that several international documents prescribe and seem to guarantee. 

Thus, the situation in the former Yugoslavia is no less urgent than the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 was, and it demands no less urgent consideration by the UN, but hopefully with more success this time.

In the following we shall give some successful historic examples and current solutions, along with proposals to be applied in the Carpathian Basin, involving Hungarian and other ethnic minorities.

V. SOVEREIGNTY, FEDERALISM, AND THE THEORY OF AUTONOMY

Autonomy in Theory
Although there is an overlap between the right to external and to internal self-determination, much of the above discussion focused on secession. 

Secession and autonomy rights have the same root: human dignity, but have quite different consequences. Unless secession involves joining another existing state, secession has grave international consequences, as gaining recognition and developing diplomatic relations with other countries, establishing sovereign presence in the world, including its own monetary system, new economic and commercial partners and disputes over old obligations, representation in international forums, organizing a separate and sovereign foreign policy with a separate defense system, etc. Therefore it is understandable that the international system is wary of secessionist efforts: if a new state cannot fulfill its international responsibilities, it can create chaos in the international arena.

Therefore it is time to turn our attention to autonomy rights. Autonomy does not involve any of these problems, and usually causes minimal interference within domestic affairs, since it usually affects only those who live in the newly autonomous system. The rest of the population does not lose anything but the opportunity to dominate another group, and on the long run the entire body politic stands to benefit from the elimination of the tension. But dominating over a minority group is not a God-given right, and a competent and democratic government, with a little good will, can overcome its loss.

If one considers Hannum’s three stages of  asserting minority rights in evaluating any claim for self-determination, the first thing should be to determine at what stage is the situation. If the government is willing to sit down in good faith and satisfies most of the legitimate demands, it is the first stage. 

As the unsatisfied reasonable demands keep growing, the situation more and more approaches the second stage, and autonomy might be the only solution and the two parties agree on a package deal: instead of discussing every demand separate, the minority takes all demands off the table, and demands a blanket authorization to handle its own affairs without unreasonable interference from the government or the majority population. According to Hannum, “(N)or is autonomy an end in itself--it is a tool to ensure that other rights and needs are appropriately addressed.”

Eva Maria Barki, in international law expert in Vienna, in an interview given in Rumania  to a Hungarian paper about the popular issue of dual citizenship for Hungarians who live in Rumania, stated that 

the solution [of the minority problem in Rumania] is not the to be found in the dual citizenship.... the most important goal continues to be the autonomy.... With an adequate autonomy package every problem area, including the problem of citizenship can be resolved. Separate solutions for individual problems will never be successful. One package has to be placed on the table and discussed on the international level. There is no way to by-pass this, if one is serious about a solution. Much valuable time has been lost since 1990.... On the one hand, the past autonomy demands have to be filled with real content... most important is to have your own legislation, your own government, including the police, and your own judicial structure. On the other hand, I consider as a basic condition the creation of a federal system in Rumania.

According to Barki’s assessment, the Hungarian minority in Rumania is at the point where it is obvious that, in spite of vague promises and admitting the Democratic Federation Hungarians in Rumania, the political party that most Hungarians supported at the last election, to the coalition government with several portfolios, the individual Hungarian demands are not taken seriously by the government. So, according to Barki it is time to put everything aside, escalate the situation to the next stage and focus on demanding autonomy! Yet, the US attitude is (and was) that the Hungarian government should sign a bi-lateral “basic treaty” with Rumania that will sweep the problem under the rug, and will seemingly satisfy the Western leaders, without solving the problem. Unfortunately, the previous Hungarian government, under tremendous pressure by the US, did comply, but another treaty did not solve the minority problem in Transylvania. At the present time they are at a point where responsible people start to talk about a future Kosovo in Transylvania. 

According to the Rumanian daily, TRANSILVANIA JURNAL, Zsolt Lanyi, a Hungarian politician, stated in an interview that “only with the working together of Hungarians, Rumanians and Saxons can Transylvania flourish again; he also warned, if we don’t move toward peace, a new Kosovo might develop which is not good for any ethnic group...”

Lanyi did not want to create added tension, only stated the obvious. If the demands for autonomy go unanswered, the minority will begin to feel even more frustrated and betrayed, excluded from determining its own faith, might start to consider the existing government, or even the entire regime, as illegitimate from their perspective. If they can convince the international community of this, the road to independence should be open. “In the search for a means of determining whether a particular secessionist movement is legitimate or illegitimate, one common denominator is the violation of fundamental rights by the state; only where such violations occur can secession be justified.
 

From this escalation of the demands it is obvious, as many commentators point out but the point bears repeating, that the best way to avoid the threat of secession is to listen and satisfy the demands and develop a mutually trusting relationship from the beginning. Since this did not happen in most of the disputed countries (if it did happen, there would be no dispute), in most cases at least autonomy (internal self-determination) seems inevitable. In fact, in spite of the advice given by Hannum that in situations when autonomy is demanded, ”a kind of flexible intermediary [should be sought] which will enable the parties to negotiate solutions to particular grievances on the basis of pragmatic creativity,”
 In this case Rumania, and in the case of Kosovo and Voivodina Serbia treats autonomy demands as hostile acts, almost on the level of treason. 

Using an analogy from the medical field, some illnesses can be prevented, others can be treated if detected and medical care is sought in time, but if neglected it may require surgery or amputation, or will cause death!

Minority problems seem to follow the same pattern, and when stubborn and/or ignorant people refuse early treatment, eventually they may face the more serious alternatives.

Therefore the parties should go back and see if the grievances can be handled on a case by case basis, that is, on level one, and if not, why not? Unfortunately, few states have the required flexibility, often because the minority card has been played far too long to advance political careers, people have dug themselves into a strong defensive position, and political careers would be broken if the government gives in to the minority. Thus, unfortunately, more often than not, once the conflict reached the level when autonomy is demanded, the process escalates rather than diminishes unless the hostile government is defeated and a  more flexible government is elected, as it hopefully happened in Slovakia with the ouster of Meciar whose political career is based on anti-Hungarian chauvinism.

If autonomy is not granted in time, secession might be the only solution. The only way to nip the secessionist trend in the bud is by the international community (and I mean the UN, which alone has the authority and the means to make and carry out international law, and if necessary, can apply military sanctions) to make it clear at the outset that when it comes to the point, it will be most sympathetic to secessionist claims!

The already quoted bi-partisan leadership of the U.S. Congress’s Helsinki Commission, explains why  Serbia may have lost Kosovo: "Trying to coax Belgrade for an agreement on Kosovo has proven fruitless...” The Serbs have refused to accept a lower level solution, so they should be forced to pay the price!

The statement and the argument is in complete harmony with the views and conclusions of the experts. It is hoped that the international community, especially the United Nations, will heed the recommendation and act on it, as soon as possible, especially in light of the frustration caused by both sides at the Rambouilet (France) negotiations. After weeks of discussion, there has been no progress, and more than a month after the two Congressmen made the above quoted statement, the verification process not only failed to produce any result, but the verification team has been harassed and according to the latest news, have been detained by Serb border police.

We have discussed autonomy as a legal concept and as a form of self-determination. Here we should discuss it from a practical perspective. 

At one end of the spectrum one finds absolute collective autonomy as recognized by the international community and organizations. Absolute collective autonomy is called sovereignty, based on the essential characteristic of the modern statehood and international order. The state has ultimate and independent, i.e. sovereign authority over a people occupying a certain territory, with well defined boundaries. The people of the state are called citizens (which is unrelated to ethnicity) and its authority consists of making laws and enforcing them over the subjects, by having monopoly of sanctioned violence. Also, the state has the authority to maintain military forces sufficient to defend its territory and people, and to make war. 

At other end of the spectrum is personal autonomy, which is a relatively recent concept in political theory and jurisprudence. Absolute personal autonomy, the idea that a human being is not subject to any superior rule or rule-maker exists only in the abstract. It is an ideal to which anarchists and some libertarians aspire. According to Saint Augustine (and Martin Luther), only if society would be populated by angels could we do away with law and authority on Earth. In practice, personal autonomy ranges from near zero for slaves, to near absolute for absolutist rulers. Personal autonomy has been curbed in various ways: by social customs and norms, including family roles and relationship, religious dogmas and precepts,  jobs, business contracts and governmental authority by passing and enforcing criminal and civil laws. 

If absolute or even near absolute autonomy would be practiced among humans, it would lead to chaos and a kind of state of nature  about which Hobbes wrote in 1651 in LEVIATHAN that “life is a war of everyone against everyone,” therefore “life short and brutish”. Although this extreme situation has probably never existed in individual relationships, the family, the tribe and often religion being moderating influences, this kind of autonomy describes best the kind of relationship that existed among states in the international arena made up of sovereign states. until Hugo Grotius, the Father of International Law, brought some sense, order, and security into international relations.

Somewhere in the middle of the spectrum one finds different forms of autonomy which has to do with integration and division within a larger organization. Autonomy is a rather complex  moral, social and political concept. According to Hannum, “personal and political autonomy is in some real sense the right to be different and to be left alone; to preserve, protect, and promote values that are beyond the reach of the rest of society.”
 Although many country’s constitution and laws define autonomy, there is no legal definition of the term in international law. In other words, there is no legal responsibility mandated to respect the right to autonomy! 

At the present time sovereign states can only be pressured to grant this right in a constitutional or legal form, but there is no set of recognized legal standards for these rights, nor can states be forced to grant autonomy. This situation hopefully will change soon, as the Kosovo stalemate might force the UN and the international community to bring some order into this chaos. Instead of prolonged and frustrating negotiations there should be some international court that would mandate autonomy or secession, and this decision should be backed by the full authority of the United Nations, including the threat and actual use of force, if necessary.

In terms of minority relations, there are several kinds of autonomy:

1. TERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, when in a large, contiguous area, people who have cultural, economic, or religious background that differs from that of the majority population of the country, are given the right to govern themselves (e.g. the Swedish population of Aaland Islands) as members of a minority. But the territorial autonomy would not  solve the problem of minorities living in heterogeneous regions with significant majority and minority presence in various proportions. Based on the “shared space” concept,
 they should share authority too.

2. Shared autonomy is based on the shared space concept, when two (or more) larger groups, often members of the country’s majority population and a large minority, share a territory so that territorial autonomy is impossible, and personal autonomy is insufficient to accommodate the collective needs of the groups, with sufficient protections for each side from being dominated by the other group. In such arrangement the rights of proportionate participation in policy and law-making, execution, and enforcement are guaranteed to both groups. The arrangement should include the right to appeal to higher, perhaps international authorities, limited veto power in cases affecting their self-identity, separate educational facilities or programs,  and legal protection of certain rights. For example, language rights could be guaranteed by extending the freedom of speech rights from the protection of the content to the protection of the form i.e. language of the speaker, and guaranteeing the use of minority languages in public transactions.  Successful examples of shared autonomy include  the German and Italian groups sharing power in Tyrol, Italy, under a Special Constitution of Trentino-Alto Adige.

3. Local autonomy when individual municipalities with large minority population exist in an otherwise majority populated region, and the local government has a degree of “home rule,” allowing it to run the local government by and according to the values of the minority population but they exercise this authority under the laws and supervision of the higher, sovereign level of government.; and finally

4. Personal autonomy, which applies when minority individuals or small groups live amongst the majority population. In this case the minority members have the right to make some fundamental economic, cultural, religious and political choices effecting their personal lives, without interference, harassment, and discrimination from the government or the majority population. Personal autonomy differs from general individual human rights in that minority members should have the right not only to do what the majority does, but have the right to do it according to their own personal way and in their own language, according to their religion, culture, profession, etc. This includes the right to protect and maintain their language, culture and self-identity, including the right to form and join their own groups and organizations. Disregarding this difference between equal rights and minority rights can cause serious problems. When states proclaim that their minorities enjoy equal rights,
 from the minority’s perspective their situation is anything but “enjoyable.” For example, if a country proclaims that its minority has equal rights to education with the majority, unless it specifies the right to have it in the minority language, it does not satisfies the minority’s right to education according to the minorities needs. The point of personal autonomy is to have the right for their children to be educated in the minority’s language, culture, traditions, etc., without any discrimination or harassment. It should be pointed out, however, that his right becomes meaningful only if there are minority schools and other institutions available near by, be it an autonomous territory, shared autonomy region, or available schools and institutions across the border if the minority lives near a border of a country where the appropriate institutions are available.

It should be noted that in working democracies personal autonomy includes the right to join groups and form organizations to practice your ethnic values along with others of the same ethnicity. Therefore in democracies, under “democratic governance,” personal autonomy  is not even mentioned: it is taken for granted, as a basic principle. Under democratic governance minority groups have the right not only to from their churches and organizations, but their schools, from elementary schools to universities,  on an equal basis with other similar institutions catering to the majority population.

Concerning autonomy, some compromise could be worked out concerning the use of national symbols: the minority, instead of flying the colors of another sovereign, should be permitted to create their own official flag that is distinguished from the official flag of another country by including some regional or local symbols. This flag could be used in decals, buttons, etc., to indicate ethnic background, without being disloyal to the sovereign. With a little good will, even this touchy problem could be solved.

It is necessary to mention one more autonomy concept. On February 21, 1999 the Hungarian government organized a “Hungary and Hungarians beyond the Borders”  conference, with the participation of representatives of minority political parties that have elected representatives in their own country. There was one person invited from the Hungarian community in the United States, who has been always hostile to the autonomy concept, and was working with Bulcsu Veress to delete the autonomy provision from the Dornan Amendment. In their Final Resolution the Conference contains a statement that seems to be a meaningless truism without promising or demanding anything or explaining how this desirable legislation and administrative action will come about. This is not a program point  but a pious but meaningless, do-nothing declaration:

5. The goal of Hungarian national policy is the assurance of the personal and collective rights of Hungarians in the neighboring countries according to the successful practice of democratic countries of Western Europe. In the Central European region this requires further legislative and administrative action so that minority communities may conduct their  affairs based on the subsidiarity principle.

According to Grolier’s 1999 multimedia dictionary, “subsidiary” means “serving to assist or supplement, secondary in importance.” The subsidiarity principle in social sciences means that if something can be solved on a lower level, it should be solved there. This concept was made popular by the Catholic Church during the 1930, as part of its social program to reduce the power of the state over society. There is nothing in the concept that would refer to minority rights or issues. It merely means de-centralization.

For example, Italy has twenty administrative regions, all based on the subsidiarity principle, but only five has autonomous regions based on nationality considerations. The current county and local government structure of Rumania, Slovakia or Serbia completely satisfies the concept of subsidiarity. So the Final Resolution in using misleading wording, actually side-tracks the issue of national self-determination.

When the Hungarian Ambassador to Washington, the Honorable Dr. Geza Jeszenszky, former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Hungary,  presented the Resolution to the United States government, in light of its anti-autonomy stance, nobody was surprised that they were very happy with this meaningless statement,
 The US had vehemently opposed and criticized the Closing Statement of the previous such meeting two years ago because autonomy was mentioned explicitly as one of the goals. 

 Autonomy and Unitary v. Federal Systems Of Government

The vast majority of the countries in the world have unitary forms of government, which means that all sovereign power is exercised by one government, with all branches exercising power on the same level. The federal system of government became somewhat popular after the American experiment succeeded. 

In a federal system the sovereign powers are shared along functional lines on a territorial basis between a central government and several regional governments. In a typical federal system foreign affairs and defense, coining money, and some well defined areas of governance are in the hands of the central government, while other sovereign powers, usually police powers, i.e. maintaining domestic law and order, and some regulations of businesses and private affairs are in the hands of regional, autonomous governments. There are degrees of autonomy, and the federal system gives highest, constitutionally enshrined and protected sovereign authority to regional autonomous governments. . In such an arrangement the lower levels are constitutionally autonomous in legislating and carrying out the functions that are assigned to them.

Granting territorial autonomy to a minority differs from the federal system in that the areas inhabited by the dominant ethnic group are not further divided: there the central government governs in all aspects of government, and only the autonomous territory or the region(s) with shared autonomy are granted by constitutional provision quasi sovereign powers in certain relevant areas. A lesser degree of autonomy is when home rule is given to the regional governments by legislative enactment.

The basic rule of thumb in deciding which form of government is appropriate, other than historic i.e. arbitrary reasons, is that for a homogeneous population there is no need for a federal arrangement. On the other hand, if there are geographically identifiable heterogeneous groups without significant common ground, each group should constitute a state of its own. There are numerous micro-states that are viable. In cases of demands for secession this is another important concept to consider.

One needs geographically identifiable groups with some significant differences (ethnicity or race, language, religion of diverse cultural background) to justify territorial autonomy, and some significant common ground (again, similar ethnicity, race, language, or culture) to justify having a common sovereign in a federal system. Only when both conditions are met is regional autonomy and/or a federal system desirable. Ethnically, culturally or religiously heterogeneous states with important common features or interests are good candidates for federal system. 

If one examines closely the American federal system, one will find that although there are regional differences, the existing state boundaries fail to reflect these differences. For example, New York City has more in common with the surrounding areas of New Jersey and Connecticut than with Upstate New York, and Upstate New York has more in common with Vermont and Massachusetts on the East and with North-West Pennsylvania and Ohio on the West. So the United States would be a poor example to imitate in drawing a federal system! 

Another bad example of creating a federal state is the now near-defunct Yugoslavia. When Yugoslavia was created after World War I by the Allied and Associated Powers, they incorrectly assumed that having a Slavic background is sufficient to bind a population of three distinct religious backgrounds, Catholic, Orthodox, and Muslim, and of several nationality backgrounds together in a federal system. Recent events have proven that they were wrong! There was not enough binding power in the South Slav identity to keep Yugoslavia together. There isn’t enough binding power even in Bosnia to keep it together as a peaceful federation of three ethnic and religious groups without the presence of international peacekeeping troops.

Many people believe that, according to the principle of subsidiarity, the least drastic yet potentially most effective solution for the minority problem would be full autonomy with a federal type arrangement respectively, within many otherwise heterogeneous states. While this might be true in some cases, there are, and should be, different  kinds and degrees of autonomy considered in each case, as appropriate to the particular situation. 

Zoltani and Koszorus distinguish three kinds of minority situations: 

first, there are transborder ethnicities or communities, such as Hungarians in Slovakia; second, when  the minority lives in compact communities at a distance from the state border and from its co-nationals, as the Szeklers in Transylvania and the Csango of Moldavia; third, when the minority is scattered throughout the region.

We can add a fourth type, when there is a relatively balanced presence of two or more groups in the same region. Each of these types of situations would require a different form and different degree of autonomy. What would be practical for one, might be impractical for another situation: in some cases territorial autonomy might be feasible, others might require shared autonomy or local home rule, and in other cases personal autonomy or a combination of the different kinds would be the appropriate solution. Even in one country, if one finds instances of all four types of situations, like in Rumania, a combination of all four types of autonomy might be needed.

True national self-determination should include the right of a minority, especially if there is a “historic grievance,” as Brilmayer suggested, to separate itself from a heterogeneous state dominated by a hostile majority with whom they have nothing significant or relevant in common. Such separation has happened in recent years peacefully in the case of Slovakia, and with considerable violence when Yugoslavia broke up. Under certain circumstances they may even have the right to join their  co-nation and instead of creating a different sovereign, change back to a sovereign under which they have existed previously and from which they have been cut off. As for joining a neighboring sovereign, it is the dream and desire of the Serbs in Bosnia, that the Dayton Agreement prohibited. Rumanians in Rumania also desire to be united with their co-nationals in Moldova, but the ethnic Rumanians of Moldova are not too eager to be united with their brethren in Rumania. The strongest case for such re-union could be made on behalf of the Hungarians who have been separated from the mother country for the arbitrary reason of using a railroad as the guide in drawing the new boundaries after Trianon, and the happened to fall on the wrong side of the tracks and as a consequence, have been divided initially into four, now at least six surrounding states.

As we have seen, in ethnically heterogeneous countries, if the regional boundaries can be drawn along ethnic and/or religious lines, the diversity requirement for a territorially based autonomy, and a federal system is satisfied. 

It is somewhat harder, if not impossible, to find the necessary common ground, other than the history of eighty years of being victimized at the hands of the dominant ethnic majority in the minority’s own homeland, between the Hungarian minorities and the Slovak, Rumanian, Serb and Ukrainian majorities in the respective countries to justify the  federal arrangement even with the territorial autonomy to solve the minority problem. The majority’s desire to hold on, for whatever reasons, to a certain territory inhabited by a minority and a perverse need of the majority to victimize the minority are even less adequate justifications for the maintenance of a unitary form of government and the denial of autonomy.

Thus, ideally, most minority problems should be solved by secession. In fact, however, state borders are still respected far too much and the international order is not yet ready to support separatism, 
 to make full separation a practical proposal, but seems to be moving in a direction to accept and support demands at least for minority autonomy. 

The federal or a similar system would be ideal in providing the different degrees of autonomy. In larger regions with overwhelming minority presence the district could have full territorial autonomy. On the other hand, smaller minority populated regions along the border of co-national countries could be given special rights to communicate and cooperate with co-nationals across the border. Deliberate efforts of harassment, like when one has to wait up to 10 hours at a legal border crossing to visit a relative in the next village that is visible across the border
 is not only undue harassment, but is a cause for demands of separation from the current sovereign in order to join the neighboring one. In some cases crossing the Rumanian border to visit relatives in a town just across the border was more complicated than crossing the famous Berlin Wall. As Dr. Peeters explains, the countries surrounding Hungary object to crossfrontier co-operation. The real reason seems to be  that they see it as an effective tool to keep the minority on the defensive, and make them feel happy and grateful if and when the majority makes border crossing somewhat less onerous.

In this case a form of spiritualization of the borders, along with appropriate forms of autonomy or home rule, might make sense and eliminate, or at least lessen the conflict and the demand for separation. In these cases the minimum provisions for autonomy laws that one should expect would be, in addition to free border crossing to visit relatives and to attend religious services, permission to attend schools across the border and accepting  the diplomas earned in a neighboring country. Zoltani and Koszorus also refer to a proposal by Halperin for “trans-state self-determination”

The problem of trans-state self-determination of Hungarian communities has become a much more complicated issue with NATO and eventual European Community (EC) membership for Hungary. It seems that all of Hungary’s neighboring states with sizable Hungarian communities will remain outside of NATO and the EC, and the EC membership requires more stringent border controls as the frontiers of EC are extended to the East. 

Such stringent controls would have a negative effect on this trans-state self-determination unless some accommodation is made to exempt ethnic Hungarian who are nationals of surrounding non-NATO or EC countries and grant them either dual citizenship or give them special visa to make it easier for them to cross the borders back and forth, with the full co-operation of their respective states.

To summarize, the idea of autonomy, with different degrees of self government, from autonomous regions in a federal system  to shared autonomy, home rule and personal autonomy, has been used successfully in a number of situations where ethnic or religious minorities have lived together with a majority in one country under one sovereign rule, as will be shown in the next chapter. In the countries in East Central Europe, however, the hatred against the minorities (not only Hungarians but anything foreign, as we have seen from the captured Vatra Romanesca document) and subsequent mutual distrust has reached such high proportions that any proposal would, and in fact, has aroused unjustified suspicions and fears on both sides. Therefore, it is felt by this author that an unusual step should be taken: provisional autonomy,
 which would be reviewed after a few years. 

Thus, it is suggested that when autonomy will be seriously discussed and negotiated, they should consider various forms of autonomy within the current respective states, with a time limit of five to ten years to see if it works, i.e., if it would solve the minority problems. This cooling off  period would give a chance for the two sides to have some serious thinking and decision making concerning the future of the state and to move toward more genuine and effective democracy to eventually achieve “democratic governance.” After  five years the minority should be given a choice to determine their own future, in the spirit of true national self-determination, with the following two to four choices: 

1. keep and/or improve the autonomous arrangement for another five or ten years, 

2. become independent, or 

3. federate with a neighbor country whose ethnic background is the same, i.e. for the Hungarians it would be Hungary, or the Serbs in Eastern Croatia or Bosnia it would be Serbia, and so on.

4. abandon autonomy and freely return to a unitary form of government under the same sovereign.

During  the trial period the autonomous regional governments and minority communities with home rule should have the right to refuse new settlers who would upset the ethnic balance, but should allow natural migration, i.e., allow people of different ethnic background to emigrate, and people of the same ethnic background to immigrate into the autonomous regions. Thus, at the end of the five year period the ethnic composition of both the autonomous region and the rest of the country could become more homogeneous by peaceful and free, voluntary migration. If they would decide to keep autonomy, perhaps every ten years thereafter, the same questions could be put up for referendum. Such an arrangement would provide an incentive for the majority to develop tolerance and to accept accommodation as a desirable form of pluralism and democratic governance.

Given the conservative nature of human beings, if their treatment by the majority people and protection by the government is satisfactory, I would expect that in a free referendum many, perhaps the majority of the minority group would vote to continue the autonomous arrangement and stay in the state they will have been used to, rather than become independent state or enter a new federation with their co-nationals across the border. Also, even if the situation will not be perfect in five or ten years, since human beings are basically conservative, they often prefer the bad they know to the uncertain, potentially worse future. Therefore, given a halfway decent effort from the majority population to accept peaceful accommodation instead of forcing assimilation, the minority would probably decide freely to remain within the state. Thus, this arrangement would be a good test of the sincerity and the ability of the anti-minority, chauvinistic majority groups to demonstrate that they can live with democratic rules and respect the minority’s rights. In a sense, the outcome of the referendum would be determined by the treatment of the minorities by the majorities, so, the region’s and the country’s future would be in the majority’s hands.

Also, there might there be strong family and perhaps economic ties between minority population and the rest of the country to justify an experiment giving the federal system a chance for a five or ten year period as proposed. 

Last but not least, as Zoltani and Koszorus point out in connection with the Swiss arrangement that although concessions are mutual, they fall more heavily on the part of the majority, as can be expected, “but it provides the means for preserving a multiethnic state by ensuring that all have a stake in its future.”
 In other words, the choice for the majority is either concessions, or facing continued demands for separation, and perhaps the eventual fracturing of the multiethnic state. Why should the majority make more concessions? Because they are in the better, more privileged position, and they have more to concede and more to gain by making concessions than the minority that is being oppressed already!

If at the end of the period the ties prove too weak to sustain a federal union, the region should have an option to separate, or if the ties are sufficient to justify a federal arrangement in the eyes of the people, the only ones who can make the decision in a referendum, then the federation would stay! As for the entire country, putting the minority problem behind them would allow the people and the government  to concentrate on economic development and the re-building of their country that invariably has been devastated by almost a half century of communist rule. So, instead of leading to secession, granting autonomy could be the first step toward democratic governance.

World Government, Sovereignty and Minority Rights on Collision Course

Sovereignty has been gradually weakened by the growing concern about human and minority rights, as has been discussed already. U.S. Supreme Court Justice William Douglas, after mentioning several international agencies that work in areas formerly reserved to sovereign states, proclaimed in 1961:

(T)he tools with which we can evolve a “rule of law” into a more mature system are at hand. There is only the will to use them. Why do nations hold back? Why are we not willing to take the lead in inaugurating a truly golden age of international law? We could, I think, do it, if we asserted the moral leadership of which we so often boast. We need more commitment and less lip service. World opinion is ready to be marshaled....World opinion on the side of a “rule of law” is powerful. Those who were forced to vote against it would lose prestige and influence. This force of world opinion must be mobilized.

If world opinion was on the side of rule of law in 1961, it should be much more supportive after three and a half decades of frustration in the Middle East, the violent break up of Yugoslavia, ethnic cleansing and the continued maltreatment of minorities in several Central European countries, and the frustrating experience in Bosnia and Kosovo, where foreign troops are needed to maintain a fragile peace, not to mention the ethnic violence in Africa and Asia. 

It is beyond the scope of this essay to discuss world government or international law in detail, but it should be pointed out that it would be easier to obtain majority support now for laws that are designed to prohibit and prevent conflict and violence than either for an actual world government that would attempt to pass laws regulating peoples private lives, or for taking military action against nations with unacceptable minority policies. In other words, it would be easier to support an international organizing principle that Laszlo talks about than an actual government that would try to govern, with a single law, all the nations and peoples of the Earth as some early advocates of world government
 seem to have suggested. World government will be acceptable only, if it becomes a “hinderer of hindrances,” as the 16th century Levelers in England, corresponding to modern day libertarians, suggested as the only role of government.

Justice Douglas also quotes, with seeming approval, or at least as something that is worth consideration, Rosco Pound, who  “observed in a chapter in Northrops Ideological Differences and World Order, ‘all states need not be merged in a great world state, in which their personality is lost, in order that their conduct may be inquired into and ordered by authority of a world legal order’.”

World peace may, indeed, require a world legal system, but how individual nations and peoples conduct their lives, as long as they leave each other alone and do not threaten certain international standards of behavior, is, and should be left up, in accordance with the principle of self-determination, to the individual states and their, hopefully democratically elected, governments. Under world government we should not exchange minority self-determination, or even majority self-determination for collective, global determination. In a truly democratic world order both the homogeneous states, and the dominant majorities along with ethnic minorities in heterogeneous states, are entitled to self-determination that a world government might jeopardize.

As it has been pointed out above, the maltreatment of minorities has been deemed by both experts and several international organizations to be a potential threat to international order, therefore, it should be considered a valid subject for international law, inspection, and action, if the international organizations, like the UN, or the EC is to act as a “hinderer of hindrances,” i.e., to protect peace from the would be aggressors.. 

Thus, the foregoing discussion of sovereignty and autonomy is relevant in three ways: the trend is growing in the direction of the international community supervising the treatment of minorities, invading areas that traditionally had been considered domestic matters of a sovereign state. Second, since no other solution seems to work, the recommendation stated above calls for autonomy for ethnic groups within the state, with sufficient police power to protect and liberate the minority from an oppressive majority and possible efforts of ethnic cleansing. Third, as discussed above, according to Ervin Laszlo of the Club of Rome, world peace can be based only on a pluralistic basis, where, regardless of necessary political borders, culturally diverse groups, both in the majority and in minority, have sufficient autonomy to govern themselves and to maintain their ethnic or religious identity.

VI. AUTONOMY IN PRACTICE
Autonomy and Collective Rights in Historic Hungary
Hungarians had been in both majority  and minority position within the state. In the Austro-Hungarian dual monarchy Hungarians were treated by Austria as a minority, often oppressed and exploited just as any minority has been in history. At the same time, Hungary had her own minorities to deal with. So, studying Hungarian history, one had to acquire an awareness of being on both sides of the power relationship. 

Jozsa Hevizi wrote an excellent essay about the role, position, and treatment of minorities in historic Hungary. Hevizi, in this privately published paper,
 gives a challenging interpretation and an interesting history of autonomy for religious and ethnic groups (the two often coincided, since some ethnic groups also had their own religion different from that of the majority) in Hungary.

Hevizi starts out with a statement that sounds like a truism and one that surprises no one: “In several countries regional autonomy has been seen as fundamentally threatening to the concept of the unitary state.”  Of course, regional autonomy does weaken the dominant role of the majority and the unitary nature of the state. But as her study shows, there are compensating benefits for the loss of the unitary state. The unitary nature of the state has no particular value in itself, in fact, at times the unitary state as a goal can be an obstacle to peace and normal development. In some states defending the unitary form is a disguise for maintaining majority dictatorship. On the other hand, “it is anachronistic to suggest that the realization of regional autonomy in the age of economic integration is necessarily a prelude to full separation.”
 The point is illustrated with examples from Western Europe where autonomy does not threaten the integrity of the state. Such examples include, as we shall see, the autonomies of various degrees in South Tyrol, Switzerland, Belgium, Alsace-Lorraine, in Finland for the Swedes, etc.

The work proves that to run a multi-ethnic state requires an ability that the Hungarians have developed, following Saint Stephen’s warning in his Admonitions to his son, Prince Emeric (Imre) about the advantages of having a multi-cultured and multi-ethnic state,
 and conversely, granting autonomy judiciously made it possible for Hungary to survive  thousand years, despite her multi-ethnic population. There was a centuries old conflict within the Austro-Hungarian empire between the Hapsburg kings and the Hungarian nation. It was the Vienna Court’s instigation, with the full support of the assassinated Crown Prince Ferdinand, of Hungary’s minorities against the Hungarian state that created the fatal conflict with the nationalities, leading to the dismemberment of Hungary.

Hevizi explains that during the middle ages society was conceived of as a collection of groups, and individual members of the group were accorded rights based on their group affiliation. Within the group there were hierarchies, but to the outsiders all members of the group were more-less equal: there were no minorities as the term is used today. In those days “minority” was purely a statistical term without social and political connotations. There was only diversity without any ethnic discrimination. The discrimination that existed was based on the hierarchical structure of society that existed throughout Europe. This situation is well summarized by Kalman Benda:

The Hungarian state did not make an issue of language usage: in local government they used the language of the group in the area, and in the Orthodox liturgy also preserved the popular language. Ethnic differences did not result in disadvantage and did not result in conflicts in the public arena. The population did not diversify based on ethnicity but on social privileges. The governing was in the hands of the nobility that included a good number of non-Hungarians, and in the 90% underprivileged population we find together the Hungarian and non-Hungarian peasantry and serfs....

Had it been different,  had the Hungarians attempted a policy of assimilation when the rule was in Hungarian hands and Hungarians constituted about 80% of the population, the non-Hungarians would have assimilated.

If the feudal system lasted longer in Hungary than in western Europe, it was probably because the traditional order became part of the nation’s self-defense against the Hapsburg oppression.

But under the influence of the slogans of the French Revolution the individual became viewed as the depository of all rights, thus, the old framework was shattered and the members of certain groups suddenly found themselves in a minority role. Sociologists distinguish between the two kinds of societies by calling them Gemellshaft and Gesellshaft, or organic and mechanistic societies, respectively. In the organic societies people were bound together with all kinds of social ties and traditions that does not exist in the mechanistic, urbanized society. But while in the West the disadvantages of the new kind of society were offset or at least mitigated by economic prosperity, in the more backward countries of  Central Europe and other regions of the world, economic stagnation, resulting from a pre-occupation with ethnic differences, prevented the development of  peaceful accommodation between the ethnic groups, creating a catch 22 type situation. 

According to Hevizi,

The modern state, thus, replaced group privileges with individual rights and failed to recognize the limited assertion of rights of individuals who belong to a minority ethnic group when the latter had lost its ability to defend its interest by the weakening of its special institutions. The minority citizen became a tax-payer, yet did not secure the same rights in return for his taxes as members of the majority group to whom these rights were automatically granted because they held the levers of power. The interests of a member of a minority group coincide with those of the majority to an extent, yet, they diverge when the use of a minority tongue in schools is affected and the overall preservation of his own ethnic identity is imperiled.

This is one of the most eloquent statements justifying minority autonomy that I have ever read! Also, it states the two conditions to justify the federal system: sufficient common ground and interest to justify unity, and sufficient diversity to justify autonomy! This is what Hungarians did understand, and the rulers along with the peoples of the newly created states after Trianon do not understand! This is the principle that the Hungarian born Ervin Laszlo of the Club of Rome is urging as the foundation of a new World Order, as it was quoted above! Laszlo seeks to return to the good old days when group rights were respected, and discrimination was largely unknown in Western societies. It is hoped that the statesmen deciding the future of the world for the 21st century will all read Hevizi’s work as required reading. It is a veritable primer of a flexible treatment of minorities. It shows how Hungary was always able to be flexible and successful in maintaining a dynamic balance between the interests of the central government, mainly in the field of defense, and the needs of the minorities in taxation, religion, economic conditions and language education.

Throughout Hungary’s history, beginning with the Szekelys (Szeklers) who had joined forces with the Hungarians even before they both have settled in the present day Hungary in 896, minorities had enjoyed considerable autonomy. The Hungarian nation has occupied the central regions of the Carpathian Basin, while the Szeklers occupied the Easternmost part of Transylvania. The Hungarian kings have granted regional autonomy to the Szeklers from the beginning.
 

As other groups migrated to Hungary, like the Besenyo-s (Pechenegs),
 between the 10th and 12th centuries, the Kun-s (Cumans) and the Jasz-s (Jazygians)
 in the 13th century, and the Saxons in two waves in the 12th and 13th centuries,
 they all received not only autonomy but often special privileges, to attract even more settlers to the sparsely populated country. 

Similarly, when the neighboring Croat’s ruling dynasty died out in 1091, the widow of the last Croatian king requested King Laszlo of Hungary to govern Croatia, the country’s separate entity was preserved and the two governments had never merged!
 

Hungary’s other minorities received their autonomy and privileges under another mechanism: religious tolerance and ecclesiastic autonomy. The Rumanians
 and the Serbs
, although they arrived into Hungary at different times and resided in different areas,  had much in common. They both brought with them the Orthodox faith and as such enjoyed numerous privileges: they were independent of the Roman Catholic hierarchy, were allowed the use of their language in both the liturgy and education, while the Rumanian Uniate Church (that remained loyal to the Pope) had enjoyed the same privileges as the Catholic Church. Hungarians provided the Rumanian Orthodox Church with bibles and textbooks in Rumanian language. The leaders of the Rumanian nationalist movement between 1848 and 1867 all came from the clergy of the two Rumanian Churches. 

After 1868, during the most crucial era of the upsurge of nationalism, the Orthodox Church also had a distinct advantage over the Catholics. While the Catholic bishops were appointed, the Orthodox bishops were elected by their own nationalistic clergy. In this and many other ways Rumanians were the beneficiaries of reverse discrimination at the expense of the Catholic or Protestant Hungarians. Also, the Hungarian Diet in 1868 gave the status of national church to the Romanian Orthodox Church. They had also received state grants from moneys collected from Catholic and other sources to cover most of their expenses. 

Thus, in Rumanian villages, “shielded by their Church,” Rumanian became the official language and the language of all instruction. Hungarian, if thought at all before it was made a requirement in 1907, provoking a great furor,  was taught as a second language a few hours a week. In exchange, schooling became free of charge and the teachers received increased salaries. All official and school records were in Rumanian, names of places were unified for postal use, but otherwise Rumanian names could be used and family names were never changed. 

The Serbs also obtained special privileges from the Hapsburg rulers and in the 18th century they have enjoyed more privileges than the Hungarian serfs. Little wonder that most Serbs had fought on the Hapsburg side against the Hungarians in the 1703-1711 War of Liberty led by Rákoczy. By this time they had enjoyed de facto ecclesiastic autonomy over religious, educational, language and cultural matters and quasi regional autonomy in the frontier region, being removed from the authority of the Hungarian state and were direct under Vienna’s rule. Although the Hapsburgs had taken back some privileges on account of aggressive proselytizing by the Orthodox Church, they were still in a favored position. Yet, the Orthodox synod was not satisfied: in 1790 they demanded political reforms, including full regional autonomy. The same demands were reiterated in 1848. After the Agreement of 1867, when some of Hungary’s sovereign rights were restored to the Hungarian Parliament, in 1868 the Rumanian Orthodox Church and the Serbs were granted full authority over education and textbook selection or recommendation, and in Serbian elementary schools the language of instruction was Serbian. 

As for the economic condition, both nationalities have enjoyed equal protection with Hungarians, they had numerous banks, and were well represented among the landholders.

The situation of the Slovaks
 was quite different. Although some of their ancestors have lived in the Carpathian basin when the Hungarians arrived at the end of the 9th century, others have migrated to the area they presently occupy from Bohemia, Moravia and Poland at the invitation of King Bela IV who gave them various concessions following the devastating Tartar invasion in the 13th century, and again many came after the Turkish occupation of Hungary ended centuries later.

The Slovak residents of Hungary who came before the Reformation were mostly Catholic and they, unlike the other nationalities already discussed, have not acquired special privileges. The new-comers, however, were granted the freedom to practice the Lutheran faith, and use their own language. It was important to note that through their religious affiliation the Slovaks have developed close ties with the Czechs. On the other hand, during the Counter-reformation movement to counter the Lutheran influence, Cardinal Pazmany of Hungary made important concession to the Slovak Catholics in the use of the Slovak language in Catholic liturgy and in the education of Slovak priests.  This greatly promoted the spread of the Slovak language and its development as a literary language, and contributed to the development of the Slovak intelligentsia and the Slovak nationalist movement first in Pest, Hungary, then in Pozsony (Bratislava). 

In 1848 the Slovaks have petitioned the Emperor demanding territorial autonomy directly under Vienna. The demand was reiterated in 1881, demanding a clearly defined Slovak region in Northern Hungary. It seems the Slovak intelligentsia always had an anti-Hungarian and pro Slav and Russian attitude and although only 7% of Slovaks in the Northern region spoke any Hungarian around the turn of the century, they had a fear of losing their Slav identity.

It greatly strengthened the position of the minorities in the Monarchy that the Slovak, Serb and Rumanian nationalist had frequent meetings after 1893 to coordinate their demands. The coordination of these demands along with the publication of inflammatory manifestos and anti-Hungarian sentiments created a fear of separatism in the Hungarian government and led to some ineffective counter measures and restrictions on the minorities. 

Hevizi finally discusses briefly the Ruthenians
 inhabiting the north-eastern part of Hungary, whose ethnicity is mixed although there is a Ruthenian language. There is also a sizable Hungarian population in Ruthenia. They settled in the region gradually, between the 13th and 17th centuries. Over the centuries they have also received numerous privileges from various kings regarding the payment of the tithe. Their religion was Orthodox, and later, under pressure from Vienna, many changed to the pro-western Uniate church. In addition, they were subject not only to Slovak pressure to use Slovak language but to pressure from the Russian Orthodox Church also. They were more pro-Hungarian, yet, in the spring of 1848 they demanded the establishment of a special Ruthenian Crown Province. But since they were fighting on the Hungarian side during the uprising, they were punished by Vienna and some 30 cartful of Ruthenian prisoners were carried off to Austrian prisons. Of all the regions of Hungary this region seems to have been the poorest. 

This study by Hevizi has been discussed in some detail to give the reader an idea of the complexities of the ethnic situation in the Carpathian Basin. There are two especially interesting conclusions that can be drawn from the above. 

Hevizi’s first conclusion is that these demands did not come from the people who had enjoyed many privileges, at times more than what the Hungarians themselves had enjoyed. The demand for autonomy and eventual separation came from politically motivated radical intellectuals who did it out of national pride and conviction, or personal desire for power, or under the influence of foreign, often Pan-Slav interests.
 This point is well illustrated by the fact that Ferdinand was assassinated not by a dissatisfied Bosnian, but a radical Serb, who was dissatisfied with the promise of more political influence for Serbia within the Monarchy, and  actually wanted to prevent an autonomous Serbia and to promote Pan-Slav interests under Russian influence.

Second, as Hevizi has pointed out, all the countries with Hungarian minorities now oppose regional autonomy, yet, when the shoe was on the other foot, and they had enjoyed considerable ecclesiastic privileges, autonomy was one of their main demands! If autonomy was desirable and justifiable for the minorities then, why do the same groups oppose it now for the truly oppressed Hungarians who are not protected even by similar ecclesiastic privileges? 

In fact, the Hungarian Catholics in Slovak are treated as second class citizens and are deprived even by their own Church of their rights under Canon Law to liturgy and the sacraments in their native language. While the minority churches throughout history, including the United States, acted as shields of nationality rights, allowing their language and culture to flourish, now the  Slovak Catholic Church and hierarchy is one of main the supporters of forced assimilation of the more than half million Hungarian Catholics in Slovakia, disregarding both Canon Law and the strong tradition and statements of the popes supporting linguistic autonomy! Bishop Wright of Worcester, Mass. Wrote in 1956, based on the teachings of Pope Leo XIII that 

... those invested with the civil sovereignty of the State have the obligation to respect the characteristic good of any national group which may, lacking political autonomy, exist within the confines of their administrative jurisdiction, an obligation to which there exists on the part of the national community thus subordinated a corresponding right to demand of the civil order respect for its patriotic heritage....

...Hence language rights are to be given the favor of the law not merely as protecting a people’s heritage, but as being the medium of those highest elements of it which are identified with the religious traditions of one’s ancestors. At least since the Lateran Council (215) ... it has been the explicit policy of the Church, reflecting its own respect for national usages, in any State or diocese in which there is a mixed population, to appoint priests to minister to each national group in its language and according to its own rites.

The Concordat that the Holy See concluded with Italy also provides that in addition to Italian, Church communications, including church bulletins, could be published in minority languages and clergy should be provided to administer to the faithful in their native tongues.
 

It is ironic that of the two kinds of nationalism distinguished by His Holiness Pope Pius XI, “fair and moderate nationalism, which is the breeding ground of many virtues,” and “exaggerated nationalism,  ... a veritable curse,” the Slovak Catholic Church seems to be on the side of the “veritable curse.” 

Autonomy in Other Countries
The 1996 GROLIER Multimedia Encyclopedia under Autonomy lists several cases on political and governmental autonomy, from Argentina to Yugoslavia. Some of them are historic, others had existed in recent history, and some political or linguistic autonomies are still in existence today. Also, some of them are cities or city states, other regions and parts of a country, but the point is that regional autonomy is not a rare case or a modern invention.

In Belgium, for example, 

(F)or many years the Flemish and Walloon (French-speaking) communities were in conflict over whether French or Dutch should be used in the schools, in the courts, for business, and for administration. French, being the language of the upper classes, had traditionally been dominant, a situation greatly resented by Dutch-speakers. In 1966 the country was divided into four linguistic areas. Dutch, which in Belgium includes the Flemish, Brabant, and Limburg dialects, became the official language north of a line running from east to west just south of Brussels. French, which in Belgium includes the Picardic, Walloon, and Lorraine dialects, became official south of the line. German became official in the Eastern Cantons, and the Brussels area was designated as bilingual. Each of the three language communities has autonomy in its own linguistic region over cultural affairs, language use, local social issues, and in national and international cultural relations.

While Belgium is a small country, India, one of the world’s largest countries, also has a federal system.

India gained its independence from the British on Aug. 15, 1947, at which time two predominantly Muslim regions in the northwestern and northeastern corners of the subcontinent became the separate state of Pakistan.  In 1956 the map of India was largely redrawn as provisions were made for reorganization of the states along linguistic lines, with the goal of preserving regional cultures and aspirations. A policy of "democratic decentralization" provides states with a large measure of self-government. Thus, the modern country of India is a union of 25 states and 7 union territories.

Slovakia is also listed under Autonomy, and it is ironic that “(I)n its Memorandum of 1861, the Slovak National party of Bishop Stefan Moyses, one of Slovakia’s national heroes petitioned Emperor Francis Joseph to grant the Slovaks territorial, linguistic and political rights, but to no avail,”
 yet, when Hungarians request similar autonomy in Slovakia now, it is similarly “to no avail.” How fast people forget when the shoe is on the other foot!

Putting majorities in ethnically heterogeneous countries at ease is very important, because they have a fear (or at least, use fear as an excuse for continued domination of minorities) of instability and eventual secession, loss of territory. Rudolf Chmel, a Slovak nationalist politician, as an invited speaker at a Budapest forum discussing Autonomy, unabashedly expressed this excuse: “(W)hen a Slovak politician  (irrespective of his or her political beliefs and affiliations) hears the word autonomy, he or she automatically suspects a source of danger.”
 It is hoped that the following diverse examples of autonomy will dispel most of these irrational fears.

Chmer seems to suggest that the problem with autonomy is that it may lead to border changes:

The question of borders is another sore issue and is not only a matter of minority but of international importance. It would be essential to find a solution that could be reassuring for both sides. I do not think we should treat the minority issue and the border issue as one single question, but unfortunately, they cannot be completely separated. If we could solve the border issue in a reassuring way, in accordance with the international agreements in force, I am sure we could have greater prospects of finding a better solution in the minority issue as well.

So, he wants Hungary give guarantees of border stability “in accordance with the international agreements in force” on good faith, but they refuse to honor the same international agreements in force regarding minority rights on good faith. Autonomy would be a middle ground, and at the same time, it would de-fuse the border issue, since the minority issue, which fuels the border issue, would be eliminated. So Chmer and his nationalist friends face the alternative: autonomy now or continued demands and eventual  border changes later. To eliminate the border issue, they should be willing to discuss and grant autonomy. To alleviate their fear of the word autonomy, let us start with an examination of one of the most extreme and most successful cases on record.

The Aaland Islands and the Majority’s Fears
The Aaland Islands are a Swedish speaking autonomous province of Finland with a population of about twenty five thousand. Aaland Islands is first in alphabetical order, but it is discussed first because it shows how much autonomy can be provided without breaking the country in two, if there is trust, good will, patience and cooperation on both sides. Although some of their rights and practices might sound radical, and nobody would expect that the Aaland situation would be copied for any new autonomous region in Central Europe. While the Aaland Islands autonomy could not be used as a model in most minority situations,
  it could at least be a starting point in discussions and negotiations for new autonomous regions in other multi-cultural countries not only in Central Europe but perhaps in other parts of the world.

Let us start the analysis of the Aaland Islands situation with a brief historical review.
 Beginning in the 12th century, Sweden gradually conquered the area of today’s Finland, consolidating its authority in the 16th century. During the 18th century a growing separatist movement in Finland demanded independence. As a result of the war of 1808-09, Sweden surrendered Finland to Russia. Finland became an autonomous grand duchy with the czar assuming the title grand duke of Finland. The Russian governor-general represented the supreme executive power, and Finland was allowed to retain its old constitution. It had its own parliament, government, civil service, law and courts, postal services, army (until 1904), and currency. In 1906 the Finnish diet was replaced by the unicameral parliament, and simultaneously universal suffrage was adopted.

At times, strong attempts were made to Russianize Finland, provoking a growing desire for complete independence. After the Russian Revolution of November 1917, Finland declared its independence on Dec. 6, 1917. Civil war broke out in 1918, with Soviet-supported Communist troops fighting German-supported non-Communists, the latter led by Carl Gustaf Emil MANNHEIM. In 1920 peace was concluded with the USSR following a territorial war over KARELIA, but relations between the two countries remained cool.

Aaland Islands were contested by Sweden on linguistic grounds when Finland became independent in 1920, and Finland claimed the Islands for “historical and geographical reasons.” The League of Nations, in one its more  successful decisions, left Aaland under the sovereignty of Finland, as an autonomous province, requiring respect for the Swedish character of the Island population and their culture.

The first acts of autonomy (1920 and 1922) have been greatly modified and modernized by the 1951 Act and last time by the 1991 Act, each subsequent act strengthening the autonomy and the Swedish character of the islanders. Each act had been negotiated and mutually accepted by both the Finnish Parliament and the Aaland Provincial Parliament (the new official translation of the 1991 Act uses the term Aaland Legislative Assembly, dropping the term “Provincial”). The federal status of Aaland is regulated by the 1991 Act,  providing in Chapter 4 detailed lists of sovereign powers exercised by Aaland, and in Chapter 5 for the sovereign powers to be exercised by the State, along with shared powers and delegated powers of the Aaland Legislature.

It should also be noted that Aaland Islands is a neutral and demilitarized territory, with no military obligation of its residents in the Finnish Armed Forces, but they may be required to serve in other capacity instead of military service. The Islands’ neutral status is also protected by international agreements.

The current law establishes Aaland as a monolingual (Swedish) province: the use of Finnish language is not required and most islanders do not speak Finnish. Instruction in all schools on the Islands is in Swedish, while all pupils in Finnish schools in Finland must study Swedish!
 The required second language on the Islands is English, and Finnish is available as an elective course. But with limited opportunity to practice, they do not learn enough to be able to use Finnish for communication.
 Since Aaland, due to the small size of its population, does not have its own university, degrees earned in Iceland, Norway, Sweden or Denmark, in addition to Finland, are accepted when such requirement exists.

A related requirement in the current law governing gaining the right to domicile is that the immigrant/applicant have a working knowledge of Swedish. Given the fact that all Finnish schools teach Swedish as a required course, according to the author of the study, this is not an unreasonable or impossible requirement, and is consistent with the principle that the Swedish character of the Islands should be maintained and guaranteed by the Finnish state.
 It should be noted, that the Swedish and Finnish peoples are recognized as having different ethnic origin.

The Aaland Islands have lively cultural life with festivals, art exhibits, a number of excellent museums,
 and its own flag, with blue, yellow and red colors. The Aaland flag flies daily on school buildings and government offices, and on ships that are registered in Aaland. Since 1992 Aaland issues its own passport. The Aaland Island’s Legislature also has the power to levy “additional tax on income” and other taxes for Aaland and municipal tax for municipalities.

There had been considerable discussion, and even conflict, over the language of television when it was first introduced, but now both channels are completely Swedish, just as five of the Island’s six radio stations. The two Island newspapers are Swedish, of course, and while they accept advertising and announcements in German or English, they refuse anything but obituaries in Finnish. And this is all under Finnish sovereignty!

The Finnish author of the study summarizes the value and applicability of the Aaland model of autonomy in his concluding paragraph: 

How well would the Aaland model--autonomy, legal safeguards for its national character and demilitarization--suit other islands and minority territories? It seems that autonomy and demilitarization could be suitable and welcome for many other islands and ethnic territories. On the other hand, the safeguards for the national character of the Aaland Islands is so stringent that they can hardly serve as a generally suitable model for other minority territories.

The Rhaetians in Switzerland

Michael Kosztarab, a “Hungarian-American” entomologist from Transylvania, in his autobiography calls the attention of the Rumanian government, “striving toward integration into the European Community,”
 to the Swiss example, so they could meet the ethnic and minority entry requirements of the EC.

A good example for the Romanian government, in treating their ethnic minorities, is provided by Switzerland with regard to the Rhaetian ethnic minority.
 These people, less than 1% of the Swiss population, speak Romansch, an ancient language derived from vernacular Latin. Most of the Rhaetians live in the mountainous Canton of Graubünden. The Census of 1970 listed only 50,339 people who spoke the Romansh language in all Switzerland. But already in 1938 the Swiss Federal Constitution had been amended to include Romansch as one of the four national languages, and in the Canton of Graubünden, where 23.4% of the population spoke Romansch in 1970, it is one of the three official languages. In Graubünden, the civil servants are required to master at least two of the three official languages of Switzerland, plus Romansch. In the district where Romansch is the principal language, it is also the medium of instruction in the primary schools. Romansch is taught at four Swiss universities and their teachers are trained at Chur.

Laws and regulations are published in Romansch at Federal expense. Official business can be transacted in Romansch, and defendants have the right to be tried in their own language. Communities with bi-national population have the right to use Romansch, together with German, on place names and street signs. The 1990 pogrom in Tirgu Mures against the Hungarians started because a local pharmacy put up a bi-lingual sign “Farmacie-Patika” in Romanian and Hungarian. The city until recently had been inhabited by a Hungarian-speaking majority.

The Romansch language benefits from federal subsidies, including publication of textbooks and other cultural means. Radio programs of Studio Zurich since 1972 include daily news bulletins and weekly features broadcast in Romansch, and the Romansch Radio Corporation has its own program. Since 1963, Swiss television has been broadcasting in Romansch, and in 1976 began the inclusion of thrice weekly current affairs program, with other weekly features. 

The Rhaetian people are respected by their Federal Government, and are allowed to develop and strengthen their culture as they choose. A proverb much quoted in Graubünden is: “An ounce of Goodwill outweighs a ton of Good Reason” (Stephens).

While the Aaland example illustrates what the FUEN experts refer to as optimum autonomy, protection of the Romansch  language and culture provides more than the minimum internal autonomy. It should be noted that both types have successfully prevented calls for secession. On the other hand, forcing the lid on the brewing dissatisfaction with the status quo can lead only to violent explosion, like it has happened in Bosnia.

Gagauzian Autonomy in Moldova

One of the most surprising development in East Central Europe in the 1990’s was the granting of autonomy to the some one hundred and fifty thousand strong Gagauz population by the Rumanian speaking majority of the Republic of Moldavia, a former Soviet Republic. The Council of Europe has declared the new constitutional structure “exemplary.” 

At the same time, it has provoked an angry reaction from the Rumanian government stating that “the (new) law encourages separatism, leads toward a federal arrangement, and fails to protect the rights of the majority of Moldova.”
 

Moldova was coveted by Rumania after the break up of the Soviet Union, to create a Greater Rumania uniting all Rumanian speaking peoples, but in a 1993 referendum 83% of the Moldavians refused to unite. Instead, they even  granted autonomy to their own minority,  the Gagauz. This establishes a precedent whereby the Rumanian majority of Moldova gave up its right to dominate, oppress and forcefully assimilate a minority. On the other hand, even the post Ceausescu government of Rumania considers a federal arrangement taboo, and would not willingly give up or change her own oppressive minority policies. In their blind hatred the Rumanian response even fails to get the real meaning of the situation. Instead of “encouraging separatism,” the solution has put an end to the separatist argument by the Gagauz, and should serve as a precedent for Rumania, if they want to end any Hungarian separatist movement in Transylvania. 

The Gagauz people are Orthodox Christian Turks, who escaped the Ottoman Empire during the 19th Century and settled in the southern part of Moldova. After the break up of the Soviet Union, the Gagauz wanted independence and they were at the brink of a bloody civil war that was averted by a settlement granting wide ranging autonomy to Gagauzia at the end of 1994. 

The Introductory Statement to the law expresses good will and tolerance, and emphasizes human rights so eloquently that it could be quoted in every text about autonomy. After defining Gagauzia as an autonomous territorial unit of Moldova and outlining the general terms of their rights, it makes an interesting provision: “(I)n case the status of the Republic of Moldova as an independent state is subject to changes, the people of Gagauzia has the right to external self-determination.”
 In other words, if Moldova would unite with Rumania in the future, Gagauzia is free to become independent: it would not have to join Moldova in a Greater Rumania.

The law also guarantees the right to use Gagauzian language along with the Moldovan and Russian in official capacity within the territory. Local communities with Gagauz majority would comprise the Autonom Territory, and where Gagauz are in a minority, 1/3 of the electorate might demand a referendum about joining the Autonom Territory, retaining their right to secede with another referendum, if the decision turned out to be a mistake. Gagauzia also has a People’s Assembly, elected for a two year period in election districts, based on universal, equal, direct, secret and free ballot.

The People’s Assembly in addition to setting up the local governmental structure and public administrative system, is competent to adopt local laws in the following spheres: 

1. science, culture, education;

2. housing and communal services...;

3. health care, physical culture and sports;

4. local budgetary, financial and fiscal activities;

5. economy and ecology;

6. labor relations and social security.

In addition, the officials of Gagauzia are members of the Executive Branch of Moldova, and there is close, organic relationship between the central government and the territorial government. Article 25 states that “The Republic of Moldova is guarantor of a thorough and unconditional realization of Gagauzia’s powers established by the present Law.” No minority can expect more (or should expect less!) than provided in this Law.

It is interesting to note that Gagauzia has a great deal more than just language autonomy, while the Rumanian majority and its government refuses to consider even free use of Hungarian language in education, without any form of autonomy!

The Basque minority and Catalonia in Spain

There is another case of autonomy in Western Europe where the Basques, once an autonomous people, had to resort to violence and terrorist acts to re-gain at least partial autonomy for the region belonging to Spain. 

The Basques are a people whose homeland is the westernmost part of the Pyrenees Mountains and the immediately surrounding regions. This area comprises four provinces in Spain (Guipuzcoa, Vizcaya, Alava, and Navarra) and three provinces in the department of Pyrenees-Atlantique in France (Soule, Labourd, and Basse-Navarre). Known to the Spanish as vascos and to the French as Basques, the Basques call themselves Euskaldu and their homeland Euskadi. Basque speakers number about 890,000 in Spain and 80,000 in France (1987 est.), but a larger number identify themselves as Basques in each country.

Their language is Basque, or Euskara. Although attempts have been made to link it to ancient Iberian, a  Hamito-Semitic group, and Caucasian, its origins remain uncertain. The sound pattern resembles that of Spanish.... In spite of this, and the presence of numerous Latinate loan-words, Basque has maintained its distinctiveness throughout two millennia of external contacts....

Basque is the only language remaining of those spoken in southwestern Europe before the Roman conquest. Since the 10th century, it has gradually been supplanted by Castilian Spanish, and under the Franco regime its use in Spain was outlawed altogether. The ethnic insularity of the Basques, however, has fostered revivals. Attempts are now being made to standardize the orthography.

The origins of the Basques are still a mystery. (Not only is) their language unrelated to any Indo-European language, (and) although they look much like their French and Spanish neighbors, Basques possess the lowest frequency of blood-type B and the highest frequencies of types O and Rh-negative of any population in Europe. They are staunchly Roman Catholic and noted for their distinctive folklore, folk theater, games, music, and a light-footed, acrobatic form of dancing.

Traditionally a fiercely independent peasant and fishing people, they were known as early as the Middle Ages as skilled boat makers and courageous whale hunters and cod fishermen who often ranged far into the Atlantic. Their characteristic settlement is the isolated farm. The growth of villages is a relatively recent response to increased industry and trade in the Basque region.

A large number of Basques have migrated to North and South America. Historically, this migration has been the result partly of adverse political circumstances (most Basques opposed the Franco regime in Spain) and partly of the inheritance rule known as primogeniture, by which the oldest son inherits the family farm. Younger sons generally have either sought employment in coastal settlements as industrial workers or fishermen, or they have migrated to the New World, frequently finding work as sheepherders.

Isolated in their mountainous homeland, the Basques repulsed incursions by Romans, Germanic tribes, Moors, and others until the 1700s. They lost their autonomy in France after the French Revolution (1789) and in Spain by the early 1800s. A movement for Basque separatism rose in the 19th and 20th centuries, which since 1959 has been led by the militant separatist organization ETA (a Basque acronym for "Basqueland and Freedom"). Spain's Basques were granted home rule in 1980, but ETA violence continued. Basque separatists won about 16% of the vote in regional elections in October 1990.

Currently the relationship between the Basques residing in Spain and the Government of Spain is regulated by THE STATUTE OF AUTONOMY OF THE BASQUE COUNTRY.

The Law establishes the “Autonomous Community within the Spanish State under the name of ‘Euskadi’ or the Basque Country.”
 The Basque Country consists of three “historic Territories,’ with the province of  Navarra eligible to join if it so chooses. 

The flag of Euskadi (Basque Country), along with the flags of the historic territories are recognized by the Statute. “Euskera”, the language of Basque people, has the status of official language in Euskadi. Provisions are made for the teaching, maintaining, researching and further developing the Euskera. But their autonomy extends to far beyond mere linguistic autonomy. 

The Basque public authorities, in the areas lying within their jurisdiction, shall:

· Watch over and guarantee the proper exercise of the citizens fundamental rights and duties.

· Lay particular emphasis on a policy aimed at improving living and working conditions.

· Adopt measures that will help to promote higher employment and economic stability.

· Adopt measures aimed at promoting favourable conditions and removing obstacles in such a way that the freedom and equality of  the individual and  of the groups of which he is part, may be effective and real.

· Make possible the participation of all citizens in the political, economic and social life of the Basque Country.

Next, Article 10 lists 39 subject matters in which the Euskadi has sole jurisdiction within the autonomous region, sometimes in harmony with the relevant State statutes. The subject matter includes internal procedural matters and governmental housekeeping chores, right of public domain (i.e. exercise a degree of sovereignty), fishing; hydraulic projects; social welfare; educational, cultural artistic, charitable or similar Foundations and Associations; scientific and technical research; culture; fine art institutions and the handicraft industry; historic, artistic, monumental, archeological and scientific heritage; archives, libraries and museums not in state (Spanish) ownership; economic planning, internal trade; institutions of corporate, public and territorial credit and savings banks, commodity exchanges; industry; transfer of foreign technology; railways, transport by land, sea, river and cable, ports, heliports and airports, and the Meteorological Service; Public Works; roads and thoroughfares; casinos, gaming and betting; tourism and sport; statistics; and finally, # 39 deals with community development, condition of women, policy regarding children, youth and old people.

“The Basque Country may (also) regulate, set up and maintain its own television, radio and press, and in general, all the social communications media...”
 The Basque government is also charged with executing and enforcing certain state policies. It also has an almost fully autonomous judiciary system, set up by the Basque legislature, and only a few types of cases can be appealed to the State’s highest court.
 They also have their own independent police force.
 

While TITLE I deals with the jurisdiction and powers of the Basque government, TITLE II sets up the government itself, consisting of an elected Parliament, Government, Administration of Justice, local and municipal system, and exercise of constitutional overview and settling of conflicts of jurisdiction.

TITLE III deals with Finance and Property. The Basque Country government essentially establishes its own taxes, and pays in one sum a certain amount to the State “as a contribution towards all State burdens (as established by a Joint Commission)
 that are not directly taken up by the Autonomous Country.”

TITLE IV provides for amending the Statute. This gives the obvious advantage to the Basque Parliament, since only they can initiate amendment, even if the Spanish Parliament wants changes.  Once a proposal is before the Basque Parliament, it has to be approved by an absolute majority, then the Spanish State Parliament has to approve it by means of an Organic Law, and finally, the electors must approve it in a referendum.

Another provision states that “no treaty or agreement may affect the powers and jurisdiction of the Basque Country except by the means of [certain constitutional] procedures.”
 This provides additional protection, making it almost impossible to whittle away at the powers of the autonomous government by using international agreements. Even the United States Constitution does not give the  states this rigth not to have their powers curtailed by international treaties.

The last unnumbered provision is a grandfather clause, protecting all pre-existing rights.

Spain has another region that has obtained autonomy recently: Catalonia.

Beginning in the 9th century, Catalonia was ruled by the counts of Barcelona. In 1137, Catalonia was united with the kingdom of ARAGON, but it preserved considerable autonomy. During the 13th and 14th centuries, Catalonia reached a peak of influence as it dominated Mediterranean trade and Catalan art and literature flourished. The region's prosperity declined under Castilian domination in the 16th and 17th Centuries. From 1640 to 1659, Catalonia allied itself with France against Philip IV of Spain, and in 1714 its autonomy was abolished. Separatism revived in the 19th century. A Catalan Republic was recognized in 1932, but an attempt to secure total independence was suppressed in 1934. With its autonomy restored in 1936, Catalonia was heavily Loyalist during the SPANISH CIVIL WAR. After the Nationalist victory (1939), however, it again lost its autonomy, and Franco's government adopted a repressive policy toward it. The region regained its autonomy in Spain's 1978 Constitution, and in 1980 Catalonia’s voters elected their first legislative assembly.
 

Thus, for Catalonia it took the death of Franco and a new Spanish regime to re-gain their much fought for autonomy.

Autonomous Regions in Italy

This particular case is especially interesting, since during the peace conference following World war II this was mentioned in connection with the fate of the Hungarian minority. The foreign ministers were discussing territorial and minority issues, and James F. Byrne, the American Secretary of State wrote:

(I)n the midst of all these claims and counterclaims, Italy and Austria provided the conference with a timely demonstration of statesmanship by working out an enlightened agreement insuring basic human rights for the German speaking peoples in South Tyrol, which remained with Italy. We have tried to use this as an example of reasonable bilateral negotiations to help solve such problems as Czechoslovakia’s desire to transfer back to Hungary its Hungarian minority, but met with indifferent success.

Yet, while the Americans were cautious not to appear to reward Hungary for being an enemy state,
 they ended up rewarding the Czechs (and the Rumanians and Serbs) for being obstinate and refusing to act statesmanlike and to follow the example provided by the enlightened Tyrol solution, by returning the territories they had lost due to the Vienna Arbitals to them, without any guarantee of respecting minority rights. 
Autonomy in Italy presents a unique picture in that every Region possesses considerable autonomy, but five selected regions, mostly on linguistic grounds, had been granted an extra measure of autonomy concerning culture and use of language.

The modern Italian nation state dates from 1861, when the title King of Italy was conferred on VICTOR EMMANUEL II, king of Sardinia. Before that time, Italy consisted of many separate states. These have retained a strong sense of regional identity and are identifiable today in the nation's 20 administrative regions. Eight of the regions are located in northern (or Upper) Italy, six are in central Italy, and Southern Italy contains four. The other two are the island regions of Sardinia and Sicily.

The Italian people are not ethnically homogenous, reflecting a long history of foreign invasions and migrations. A variety of physical types is present in the population. Nevertheless, most speak Italian or dialects or languages related to Italian. These dialects vary considerably from region to region and are considered separate languages in the case of Sardinian, spoken by about 1.2 million people in Sardinia; and 53,000 Slavic Italians, scattered in several areas in Friuli and Venezia-Giulia. In addition, some isolated minority groups live in southern Italy, including Greek-speaking communities in parts of Apulia and Calabria; Albanian colonies in Sicily and Calabria; and Serbo-Croatian communities in parts of Molise. French is spoken in the Aosta valley.

According to the 1948 Italian Constitution each of the 20 regions has an elected council, a president, and a giunta regionale that exercises executive power and is responsible to the regional council. Five of the regions: Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Sardinia, Sicily, Trentino-Alto Adige, and Valle d'Aosta, are granted “particular forms of autonomy, in accordance with special statutes adopted by Constitutional law.”
  In the northeastern district of  FRIULI-VENEZIA GIULIA, Friulian, a Rhaeto-Romanic language is spoken by about 520,000 people. In TRENTINO-ALTO ADIGE Ladin, another Rhaeto-Romanic language is spoken in the mountains. The principal non-Italian minorities of about 260,000 German-Italians also live in the Alto Adige (formerly Austria's South TYROL) and speak the German dialects of Austria and Bavaria.
 In this essay we shall focus on Trentino-Alto Adige.

Trentino-Alto Adige is bordered by Switzerland to the northwest and Austria to the north. With its capital at Trent (Italian: Trento), the region has an area of 13,613 sq. km (5,256 sq mi.) and a population of 891,421 (1990 est.). Formerly known as Venezia Tridentina, the region was annexed to Austria in 1814 as part of the Tyrol and was ceded to Italy in 1919. Most of the inhabitants of the northern province, with its capital at BOLZANO, speak German, whereas a majority of those in the southern province of Trento speak Italian.

Trentino-Alto Adige is governed by a Special Constitution. The current constitution, dated August 31, 1972, is based on the provisions contained in Constitutional Law of 26th February 1948 and subsequent amendments. It begins by pronouncing that 

Trentino-Alto Adige, comprising the territory of the provinces of Trento and Bolzano, constitutes an autonomous region, with legal status within the political unity of the Italian Republic, one and indivisible...

The equality of citizens’ rights is recognized in the region regardless of the language community to which they belong and respective ethnic and cultural characteristics are safeguarded.

The next several Articles list various general powers and functions of the regional government. The question of language and ethnicity comes up in several provisions, guaranteeing equal treatment.  

Article 19, dealing with education in the Province of Bolzano makes detailed provision for education of pupils from nursery to secondary schools in their  mother tongue, by teachers of the same mother tongue. The Article even makes a provision for proportionate representation of the teachers of the various language communities on the Provincial School Council.

The Special Constitution also provides for proportionate representation on the Regional Council,
 and requires that Councilors take “an oath of allegiance to the Republic and swear to carry out their duties for the sole inseparable good of the State and the Region.
 The regional council has a 5 year term, and the President and Vice-president of the Regional Council alternate for each half of the 60 month term: the first 30 months the President is Italian, and the Vice-president is German, and for the second 30 months it is reversed.

If a bill is considered prejudicial to the equality of rights between citizens of the different language communities and the ethnic and cultural characteristics of those communities,” they may request separate voting, and ultimately may appeal to the Constitutional Court.
 There is also provision to publish the  Official Bulletin of the region in two languages, although interpretation of the text is based on the Italian version,
 and to publish laws of the Republic, affecting the Region in German in the Official Bulletin.

The Special Constitution not only requires proportional representation of language communities in local councils, 
 and guarantees representation of the Ladin language community on the Regional Council, 
 but also reserves positions for the language groups on government staff positions, including the judicial and prosecutorial offices, and requires that Italian and German speaking judges alternate as chairman of the section.

“To satisfy the needs of bilingualism,” the Province of Bolzano can assign integration quotas in local government,
 and require “perfect knowledge of the Italian and German languages” for several job categories.
 In submitting budgets, the rights of language communities must be kept in mind, and challenges to the budget can be appealed
 just as “administrative acts of the civil service authorities considered prejudicial” by a language community.
 Finally, four separate Articles deal with and protect the rights of the two language communities
 and two protect the language rights during the transitional period.

This section about autonomy in practice could not be closed without quoting the full statement of the President of the Autonomous Province of Trento, the Honorable Pierluigi Angeli, written in 1988.

Forty years ago, on 26 February l948, the  Constituent Assembly of the Italian Republic passed  the special Statute for the self-government of Trentino-Alto Adige thus opening the way towards solving one of the most important problems in connection with linguistic minorities in post war Europe. 

The celebration of this event is of particular historic significance  and it deserves profound and responsible meditation at a time when Europe, and not only Europe, has an increasingly urgent need for ethnic minorities in an atmosphere of collaboration and reciprocal respect, in a dimension that has been progressively spreading towards Europe and in the knowledge that autonomy cannot and must not be interpreted as provincialistic isolation but, on the contrary, as an incentive for a constructive and pacific society. 

In this light the Autonomous Province of Trento is promoting the “culture of autonomy,“ with various measures that can provide the local community with the cultural and civil facilities required for any future development and comparison, to satisfy the spirit of the times and the challenge that progress, from all points of view, launches day after day. 

Autonomy means not only the protection of one’s rights but moreover a historical awareness and sense of responsibility: two aspects that cannot be divided, the former being founded on a sense of identity with the original characteristics of a community, in a continued effort to broaden  its cultural outlook; the latter, on a sound administration that involves not only the institutions but the whole community so that they participate in and are directly responsible for the government of local issues. 

These, then, are the reasons for submitting to the European citizens, administrators and students, this booklet which contains the basis of own (sic) social life: that part of the Italian constitution dealing with the regions and the autonomous Statute which, this year, the Italian Government has fully carried into effect. 

With this publication Trentino wishes to give the readers an opportunity to became acquainted with a “European case”, and the constitutional laws that rule the life of citizens, belonging to the same nationality but different linguistic groups, in the respect and defence of their culture and identity. 

Since this is the only basis on which freedom and democracy grow and prosper. Only if we learn how to defend and make better use of our regional and minority cultures shall we be able to become citizens of united Europe in the near future.

Thus, we have a practicing politician living in an autonomous Province singing the praises of autonomy, assuring us that “autonomy cannot and must not be interpreted as provincialistic isolation but, on the contrary, as an incentive for a constructive and pacific society.” 

Earlier we have heard the philosopher Ervin Laszlo that regional autonomy and preservation of traditional cultures is the key to world peace. Next, we were instructed by a military man, Retired General Boyd that what Bosnia needs is ethnic autonomy, and were told by a political scientist, Gideon Rose, that only “a clear division and stable balance of power,” that all the involved parties would support, could solve the Bosnian crisis. Last but not least, we have read the arguments of the most relevant source, the ethnic groups themselves: the Federal Union of Ethnic Groups (FUEN) argued that only territorial autonomy can solve effectively the minority problem.

What more is the world waiting for? Why is the US Administration concerned with loss of prestige, when it could gain tremendous new prestige if it would finally develop a new foreign policy doctrine, as this author has already recommended in several letters to US policy makers, including Madam Secretary of State Madeleine Albright. Now that the cold war between the super powers seems to be over and we seem to be free of a world-wide conflict, the Administration and our able Madame Secretary of State could lay down the foundation of a world free of small wars also.

The first and most urgent step should be, of course, to replace the Dayton Agreement with a new agreement, granting territorial rights and security to the three ethnic groups ready to jump at each other’s throat as soon as the IFOR leaves Bosnia. It might take long and arduous negotiations, but based on historic precedents, it could be done.

Separatism and Terror

We have seen several cases where autonomy is working successfully, without breaking up historic states. But the process has not always been peaceful, and not every minority problem has been solved yet. Sebestyen-Teleki collects in his essay several cases when  minorities responds with violence and acts of terror if their demands are not met. 

One such case is the French minority in Jura Canton in Switzerland.
 This is an interesting and complicated situation. The problem started when in 1815 the Vienna Congress attached the Jura region to the Bern Canton of  Switzerland, against the protests of the peoples of both Jura and the Bern Canton. As the Catholic French national identity of the Jura people started to awaken in the 1830’s, they started to protest the annexation. The immigration of  German peasants and the Canton’s anti-clerical policy further increased the dissatisfaction and in 1917 the first Separatist Committee was formed. The discontent increased in 1947 when the Departments of the Canton were reorganized. 

Although in 1950 the Jura people were recognized as a minority in the Canton’s constitution, in 1952 the Jura National Assembly (Rassemblement Jurassien, RJ) was organized  demanding separation from the Canton. In the same year they also formed the Union of Jura Patriots, an organization pledged to play according to the rules of democracy. This was followed by the formation of a number of separatist organizations. 

In 1957 a movement was started asking for a referendum of creating a separate Jura Canton. As the result, the referendum was held in 1959, and to everybody’s surprise, the proposal was defeated, indicating that the three distinct peoples of Jura District, the French Catholics, the French Protestants, and the German Catholics do not agree on the future of the Canton. It seems that separatism is the strongest among the French Catholics, and the other two groups are hesitant to submit themselves, without further protections, to the nationalistic French group. In the mean time they also organized the Front de Liberation du Jura, an underground military arm of the RJ, to conduct terror acts to advance the cause of liberation. In an 18 month period during the early 1960’s they had committed at least eight acts of terror, including arson and bombing.

Although the ultimate goal of the French group is “a separate state for all the French people of Jura,” with full sovereignty, the Rassemblement Jurassien voted in 1974 to support a separate, Autonom Jura Canton. The establishment of a separate canton, according to the concept of territorial autonomy took place only on January 1, 1979. This did not satisfy, however, the separatists. Acts of terror, including stealing arms from military depots, continued. The highest number of such theft was in 1981, with 656 instances, 47 bombings, and in 1979, the first year of Autonom cantonhood, with 620 instances of theft and 38 bombings. In the 1970’s these robberies have netted 392 machine guns, 513 hand grenades, 204,000 rounds of ammunition, and thousands of other weapons. So this must had been the work of a fairly large number of individuals.

Sebestyen-Teleki’s conclusion is that even where the borders are spiritualized, as it is within Switzerland, the minority problem still continues. Other conclusion can also be drawn, of course. For example, if there is a small, determined group of ultranationalist-separatists, nothing would satisfy them short of total victory or total defeat. There does not seem to be such a group working, however, among the minorities in the Carpathian Basin where, in spite of the severe oppression, the minority has not resorted to terror--yet. Another possible conclusion is that in the Jura case territorial autonomy is not the proper solution. Based on the shared territory concept, all three groups should have shared authority. And finally, perhaps more emphasis should be placed on trans-border autonomy to satisfy some of the Jura people. The Jura case seems to be a textbook example of an extreme case of “territorial grievance” committed at the Vienna Congress in 1815.

Another case of violence to achieve separation, also involving a French speaking population, is the Province of Quebec, Canada.
 The Quebec separatists are not satisfied with autonomy and bilingualism that applies not only to Quebec but even to the English speaking provinces with practically no French speaking population. Even the resulting economic hardships do not deter the separatists from forcing the separation of Quebec from Canada. This is ironic, because Canada has one of the most progressive minority policies in providing ethnic cultural development of their numerous ethnic minorities, including public subsidy for ethnic project, newspapers, book publishing, etc. 

It seems that both cases, involving French speaking minorities on two continents, are based on the territorial rather than human rights argument. While the Jura case might have had a human rights aspect at one time, radical nationalists now demand secession based on a historic grievance. The Francophone Quebec, seemingly gearing up for another referendum, has neither historic grievance nor human rights complaints, only a linguistic difference from the rest of Canada. But it seems that with their violence they cause more harm than good for their causes, as Brilmayer suggested about terror acts. It seems that claims based on territorial grievance lead to violence more frequently than claims based on human rights abuses.

Therefore the case of Quebec, and to some extent, the Jura problem is much less relevant to the problem of minorities in other countries who still struggle to obtain a measure of autonomy, than the South Tyrol or Basque examples. Nevertheless, Sebestyen-Teleki’s conclusion that even where the borders are spiritualized, the minority problem still continues and some form of autonomy may be required to satisfy the needs of the ethnic minorities, even if some radicals and demagogues who demand complete separation are left dissatisfied.

VII. AUTONOMY DEMANDS AND PROPOSALS IN THE CARPATHIAN BASIN.

As we have seen, territorial autonomy is not a new concept, nor is it a magic cure-for-all. It has been used in history  up to our own days, quite often with great success to quell demands for separation, resulting from oppression and discrimination. We have also seen that Benes had promised a Switzerland-like federal and republican form of government for Czechoslovakia, and it would be interesting to dust off that old document and find out the details, just what did he promise? It is quite likely that had Czechoslovakia carried out those promises, there would have been no minority problems there, and the Czechs and Slovaks, along with the satisfied Germans and Hungarians would still be united, in a rich and prosperous country under a federal arrangement, instead of a separated and Slovakia, suffering from the consequences of years of oppressive minority policies of Meciar is almost an economic basket case, thorn by ethnic conflict, and locked out of the European Community.

Territorial autonomy also existed in Yugoslavia and Rumania as they both were forced after World War II as part of the post-war settlements to grant territorial autonomy to their ethnic minorities, namely the Hungarians in Transylvania and Voivodina, and the Albanians in Kosovo. These autonomies were eventually revoked by the majority governments of Rumania and Yugoslavia, respectively, not because they were not successful, but because they were too successful in preventing forced assimilation! Restoring those autonomies would be a great step in the right direction, with constitutional protection and international supervision making sure that they will not be revoked again.

The International Context and Guidelines for Negotiating Minority Autonomy
It is in this spirit that I introduce and discuss  the following proposals for autonomy for Hungarians that were prepared by representatives of the Hungarian minorities in their respective regions, who also face harsh discrimination and attempts at ethnic cleansing as soon as the attention of the world is turned to another conflict in another part of the world. These proposals have been prepared by politicians not only as representatives of an oppressed minority, but often themselves suffering victims of persecution and ethnic cleansing in their thousand year old home land. According to Karoly Kiraly, in Transylvania “in eighty years they have beaten fear into us. Now not our physical annihilation is the primary goal but the destruction of our freedom even to think.”
  

Unfortunately, this kind of intimidation seems to work even on international level. As we have seen, Ms. Taft, a member of the US delegation to the 1977 ODIHR meeting in Warsaw had taken to task the Hungarian delegation for a Hungarian politician’s statement about border changes. That same year the US had severely criticized a meeting of Hungarian representatives and representatives of Hungarians in neighboring countries for mentioning the word “autonomy.” These efforts on the part of the US must have had a chilling effect on the international community.

Reading the Final Resolutions of the 1999 “Hungary and Hungarians beyond the Borders”
 conference one must wonder if the Orban government is also intimidated, or follows a course of wisdom in not stirring up controversy that could hurt on the one hand the minorities on the short run, and the slowly warming relations between the US and Hungary. 

It would be tragic if even the Orban government is intimidated by the US’s blind  opposition to the mere mention of autonomy. This is why it took so long for the US to finally give in on the autonomy issue in Kosovo, when it seems to have been too little too late. In Kosovo, unfortunately, by the time the US recognized that on Hannum’s scale the conflict has reached level when autonomy was more than justified, it actually escalated to next level, where only complete secession can satisfy the needs of the majority population of Kosovo. Only the Co-chair and the ranking minority members of the CSCE have recognized this escalation!
  The wise course for the Orban government would be to quietly support this position and urge the US administration  to be more flexible and bring the matter before the United Nations. 

This susceptibility of both the oppressed minority and of interested governments to domestic and international pressure and intimidation places heavier responsibility on independent  NGO-s to take the lead in promoting the causes not only of human rights but of autonomy and secession, if necessary.

Because of this intimidation and uncertainty of international support some of the following proposals, written under harsh oppression, asks (and very seldom demands) a great deal less, than other ethnic groups have received  from their respective governments. Barna Bodo’s accusation that “western politicians, in their rhetoric, focus on the question of European stability instead of respecting basic human rights and the rules of democracy,” explains the milieu in which these proposals about national autonomy had been written. According to Bodo, international documents ostensibly aimed at protecting minority rights, 

instead of strengthening the locally initiated processes of legalizing minority rights, have proved to have the contrary effects because of the standpoint manifested by international politics that have left it up to the minority groups to help themselves, which negatively effect efficient organization. To the majority they convey ample support for the accusation that the minority groups are never satisfied; they want more than what elsewhere is “enough”, thereby creating tension in the country and surrounding area.

The subject of stability that is raised, makes the established demands of minority groups relative, moreover, by claiming that their (the minorities’) actions are tension-creating, they are accusing them with charges which place international responsibilities on them, which they do not have the scope or the desire, in the international political field, to give a worthy answer to.

In other words, the minorities are fighting for the rights that international agreements have established and which Rumania had also ratified, not only without international support, but against accusation that they are never satisfied and they create tension that endangers stability and world peace, as if the true cause of the tension was not the denial of their rights and the oppression of their rightful aspirations. It is highly unfair to buy security for an oppressive majority at the expense of the insecurity of an oppressed minority and it would be downright immoral to preach human rights without the willingness to make some radical changes, if necessary, to implement those rights. Using international stability as an excuse not to make the necessary changes to free the oppressed minority is like refusing to operate on a patient because it might upset the fiscal balance of the hospital. 

But it seems the international climate is gradually changing and the world will not only realize who really creates the tension and who endangers world peace, but also will recognize the value on preserving ethnic, linguistic and cultural plurality. This recognition and the appropriate correction, allowing autonomy, and secession if necessary, shall also place future stability on a much stronger footing that sweeping problems under the rug.

In this new atmosphere it should be expected that once the minorities in Transylvania or Slovakia  realize the high standards that minorities in other countries routinely enjoy, they will raise their expectations as they should, to become fully equal and enjoy the full range of human rights including the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness that, as the American Declaration of Independence states, they “are endowed with, by their Creator.” No government or chauvinistic majority should take away what God gave to every human being.

It should be noted that there are some cases where the minority lives in a geographically compact and isolated territory, like the Aaland Islands, and there are cases where the minority lives in ethnically mixed regions, like in Northern Italy. Yet, their rights can be and should be adequately protected even if by different means. There are models that do not require exclusive minority regions, as we have seen in a previous chapter. Also, it may be necessary to use different forms and degrees of autonomy for different regions and groups even in the same country. Therefore the details of any arrangement will have to be negotiated, with third party or international mediation if necessary, between the governments and the representatives of the respective minorities. The bottom line is that none should be discriminated against or suffer a disadvantage, let alone persecution, in the 21st century, because of language or ethnic background. Thus, the above cases should be used only as guidelines for the negotiations in each individual case.

Another general comment is in order at this point. The documents we are going to discuss next seem to be political statements, made by politicians, disguised as proposals. This tactic can backfire. If the proposal contains too little, the minority paints itself into a corner. If it contains too much, the majority can use it as an example of exaggerated demands, as Bodo suggested above. Also, if the negotiators negotiate away some of their publicly stated positions, as it always happens in good-faith bargaining where each side has to give to gain some concession from the other side, they might be labeled “traitors” to the cause. It is impossible to negotiate in good faith in such a situation! 

From a study of the American Constitutional Convention to the most recent union-management negotiations, one can conclude that success depends to a great extent on secrecy and confidentiality. The American Founding Fathers, after electing a chairman, started as their first order of business, to establish a rule of secrecy. The secrecy rule was continued even after the constitution was published and adapted. Details of the proceedings became public knowledge only a generation later when Madison’s notes were published. Yet, it did not hinder the success of the new Constitution. Diplomatic or union and management negotiators also keep their positions to themselves, at least until the actual negotiations are completed, but often even beyond. Details of diplomatic negotiations often are not disclosed even after the agreement is reached. As we have seen above, the terms of the Franco-Russian Military Convention of 1894 were not published until 1918, after the war ended. “Even the French parliament, when it declared war on Germany, did not fully know the exact nature of the obligations which the French government had assumed toward Russia.”

In the case of minorities, they should publicly state and document the problems to be solved by autonomy, present examples how other minorities have solved their problems through autonomy, but keep the concrete demands and proposals to themselves. Instead of coming out with demands and “proposed laws” (and often different and conflicting demands by different groups and politicians claiming to represent the same ethnic minority), they should first get an agreement from the majority government that it is willing to negotiate, and select a team of negotiators that the minority trusts and is acceptable to the majority, and let the negotiating team come up with concrete proposals. There should be a complete and absolute moratorium on publishing details of autonomy demands!

Another secret of effective negotiations is to include in their initial list of proposals “throw away” items that they can keep, or give away during the negotiations, in order to gain something else. Of course, these throw-away items should also be kept strictly confidential: you do not weaken your position by giving away strategic information in advance!

Minorities might use the FUEN model document as a starting point. The advantage of this would be that it is a general list prepared by experts, which is pretty inclusive, taking care of most items minorities need for the survival of their ethnic identity yet it cannot be used to deride the proposals of the particular minority as too demanding. Depending on the local needs, adjustments will be made during the negotiation, but in general, it is an excellent model and starting point. As for negotiating techniques, once the majority has agreed, even if under pressure, to negotiate, the minorities might use the help of FUEN  or other international organizations and experts to act as advisors or even as members of the negotiating team. Also, members of ethnic groups who live in Western countries, and therefore might feel freer to do some hard negotiation, might participate in negotiations for their co-patriots.

In the meantime, of course, the minorities hoping to negotiate effective autonomy must learn the art of negotiation which is a special field of politics. Unfortunately, the following documents indicate little familiarity with this art form.

Istvan Sebestyen-Teleki of Switzerland and Laszlo Maracz of the Netherlands have prepared a list of axioms of national self-determination for minorities in the Carpathian Basin. The last axiom states that “to carry out successfully their efforts at self-determination, every nation and national group first must get rid of the psychological shackles forced on them.”
  One cannot negotiate successfully when one starts from a position of inferiority. If one wants equal treatment, one must feel equal, otherwise the opponent realizes this feeling of inferiority and will take full advantage of it!

Another basic principle in negotiations is the use of the “positive sum approach.” Presently the oppressive majority attempts to benefit in a way that seems to be  at the expense of the minority. This is called the “zero sum” approach, which means that for every gain of one side, the other side must make a sacrifice. Negotiations would be doomed from the beginning, if the minority also uses the zero sum approach and attempts to gain at the expense of the majority. The minority must find a way to show (as we have tried to show it in this study) that the solution would benefit both sides: convince the majority that they would also be better off if they grant autonomy to the minority. This is the positive sum approach.

Sebestyen-Teleki and Maracz also include an axiom designed to deal with the results of past efforts at changing the ethnic composition and balance of a region. In many cases, as we have seen already, governments conducted repeated and often forced movements of population to change the ethnic composition of regions. This often involved  forcing minorities to move out of their original region by restricting educational and/or employment opportunities, and enticing members of the majority group to move into minority areas by offering certain rewards and privileges. This is being currently done in Transylvania by providing low interest bank loans to Rumanians who move to Transylvania, to weaken the relative position of the minority, endangering their opportunity to preserve their ethnic identity, and making regional autonomy demands seem less justified. 

There is a basic legal principle, that one should not keep the benefits illegal, immoral, or fraudulent acts.  Although it might not have been illegal under the law passed by the majority, it would be immoral for them to benefit from such underhanded technique at the expense of the minority. Therefore Sebestyen-Teleki and Maracz present the axiom that “according to the international legal principle, the right to decide the affiliation of a native land should be awarded only to those whose ancestors  have been  Hungarian minority is weakened.residents for a number of generations,”
 which, in the case of the Carpathian basin would mean three generations, i.e. those whose ancestors, Germans, Hungarians, Romas or Rumanians, have been residents of the community at the time of the border changes after the Trianon Peace Treaties changed the sovereign of the affected regions. Similar solutions should be applied in the cases of other regions and other minorities.

Finally, it  is also surprising and somewhat disheartening that none of the demands put forth by the minorities explain how they plan to secure autonomous status. Somehow they all seem to hope that once their demands are published, somebody somehow will grant it to them! Although many documents refer to the methods used, including violence, by other ethnic groups (e.g. Basques, French-Canadians in Quebec, etc.), and some want to distance themselves from those groups and emphasize the peaceful means they rely on, there is no plan outlined how to pressure the majority governments even to just sit down and discuss the minority issue, let alone to convince them to negotiate and ultimately  grant autonomy to the minorities. Why should the majority agree to grant autonomy when they do not even want to recognize that there is a problem, or worse yet, if they create the problem deliberately, as part of the ethnic cleansing process, to induce “foreigners,” i.e. the minority, to escape?

Hungarian Autonomy Proposals in Serbia
The “Proposal for establishing personal autonomy for the Hungarians living in the Republic of Serbia,” is a document prepared by the Democratic Community of the Hungarians in Vojvodina in 1995, as the ethnic conflict in Bosnia was developing,
 the northern part of rump Yugoslavia. It is a good example of the naiveté of these minorities who have been isolated from the West for three generations. In the Introductory part they seem to place their fate in the hands of the Serbian legislature and the international community:

“...trusting the leaders of the peace process that they will not apply double standard in the solution of the open and unresolved problems of minorities on the territory of Yugoslavia, and if necessary, their mediators will help creating a democratic agreement,

presuming that the Republic of Yugoslavia ... would like to become a member of the democratic European Community...”, 

and conclude that they “will present (the proposal) to the House of Representatives of the Republic of Serbia for adoption.” No matter how excellent the proposal is, and it is one of the better ones, it is not going to be accepted. Instead of working on detailed plans and proposals, “trusting” their oppressors to change, they should convince the world, and the majority government in their respective countries, that there is a minority problem that should be solved, and that all would be better off if it will be solved, and that granting autonomy would offer a positive sum solution.

It should be realized that the “leaders of the peace process” are politicians who are under certain pressures from their home constituencies and will do as little as possible, place as small a burden on their country and still preserve a semblance of peace. They will not go out of their way to take on additional burdens unless it can be shown that it benefits their constituents, or be convinced by international pressure that it is necessary. This also explains why international law experts are more open and bold in supporting reform: they have no constituencies and do not have to stand for election.

Therefore, this blind and unconditional trust in the “leaders of the peace process” is unjustified. Only public pressure will convince them to attempt to solve the unresolved problems of the minorities.” The idea that the United States or any other western country is “policing” the world to eliminate injustice and enforce international resolutions is naive.

As for the idea that Yugoslavia is anxious to join Western Europe, one only has to remember that Serbian nationalists assassinated Ferdinand, the Austrian crown prince to prevent Serbia’s joining the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy as an equal partner, and wanted an independent Greater Serbia under Russian protection. Many Serbs feel the same way: joining the EC would diminish their sovereignty, so they are opposed to it.

Finally, submitting their proposal to the nationalistic Serbian House of Representatives seems an empty gesture: there is absolutely no chance of approval, unless sufficient pressure is applied, preferable from outside, western forces, including the threat of economic and possible military sanctions. This takes us back to the first point: how to convince the world leaders that it is in their best interest to solve the minority problems in Europe?

Although the autonomy proposal for Vojvodina is interesting, because it seems to propose three kinds of autonomy, it does not present a realistic plan of action. It refers to the appropriate international documents (except the Copenhagen Document that has the one of the most comprehensive list of minority and democratic rights) that are binding Serbia to protect human and minority rights, and seem to take it for granted that once they ask for it, the Serbs will grant it. 

The proposed models of autonomy include Hungarian autonomous district for blocks of Hungarian populations, municipal autonomies in municipalities where the population is mixed, and personal autonomy. The actual structure and functions will have to be clarified and negotiated with the majority, if they can convince them to sit down and negotiate an end to the mis-treatment of the minority.

Hungarian Autonomy Demands in Rumania

The first proposal for an autonomous Transylvania was made in 1918, before the Trianon peace treaties were signed, by Elemer Gyarfas,
 proposing a fully independent Transylvania, with a fair division of representation between the three co-nations, the Germans, Hungarians, and Rumanians. It was supposed to be submitted to the Great Powers negotiating the peace treaty with Hungary. Events, however, soon overtook the proposal, and it was never considered. Under the plan the eventual affiliation of Transylvania should be decided by the people of Transylvania, once peace and order has been restored.
The Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Rumania issued a PROPOSED LAW ON MINORITIES AND AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITIES IN ROMANIA in 1993. The proposal is a textbook example of how three generations of oppression that Karoly Kiraly and Bodo Barna referred to above can intimidate a minority in their own homeland. In light of the previously discussed  examples of autonomy, their proposal is so week both in substance and form, that it is surprising the Rumanians did not grant it, to turn away the spotlight from Rumania at the time of their being considered for NATO and EC membership. 

This is not to blame the authors of the proposal. Their timidity is quite understandable: the Western world, led by the United States, has rigidly and self-righteously  refused any consideration of autonomy, and the authors, due to their isolation from the rest of the world, and perhaps lack of information about other autonomies, would have been satisfied with a weak law that promises a little, and would deliver almost nothing! And this was their initial position, from which they probably would be glad to retreat to even less, if the Rumanians started to bargain, and the minority would end up with some worthless paper-promises. 

So, breaking with the pattern followed so far, instead of a mere presentation of  the features of the proposed Law and listing its relevant provisions, here I will also add some constructive, critical comments.

The whereas... part of the document is full of nice phrases that could be the foundation of true ethnic peace, but in the circumstances they sound hollow and false. The Rumanian parliament is just not ready, even after the last election, to put its seal on this statement.

Even if the Rumanian government would accept the fact that the “existence of ethnic communities is conditioned by the preservation of their own traditions and characteristics,” just to pick one statement, the goal of the Rumanian majority is not the continued existence of ethnic communities but the extinction of these communities! So, to extinguish these communities, Rumania must make impossible the practice and survival of the ethnic traditions and language of the Hungarian minority. For evidence, see the hysterical reaction to Moldova’s giving autonomy to their own ethnic minority. Nice words mean nothing in a life and death struggle, as is taking place in Rumania, and in some other countries in Central Europe between the dominant nation and the native Hungarian minority. The Rumanian parliament is anything but ready to “proclaim (at least when it comes to the Hungarian minority) the commitment to the ideas of democracy and humanism as well as the intention of mutual understanding and friendly cooperation among peoples and nations.”

Under the circumstances, forget the meaningless niceties, play hard ball, and negotiate a deal that may not sound nice, but can guarantee the survival of the ethnic communities. It would be a grave mistake to expect the Rumanian parliament to ratify this preamble. If anything, such a preamble make it politically impossible for the nationalist Rumanians to even negotiate about the rest of the proposal, which is so weak that, to quote a critique of the 1963 Civil Rights Act of the US, is not worth the paper it is printed on!

It might be more useful to admit that Hungarians understand the Rumanian’s desire for an ethnically  pure Rumanian nation, just like Hitler wanted a pure German nation, but the times have changed, and it is time to compromise and either grant true autonomy, as the European trend is, or accept a smaller but ethnically pure Rumania. Also, instead of politicians, making a political statement or a wish list, as the document does, the proposal should have been written by lawyers and constitutional scholars, to give it practical meaning and enforceability.

As for the proposal itself, first of all, it calls for a Law, when they should know from experience that even constitutional provisions are violated by extreme nationalists. In every case studied, autonomy as a minority protection is enshrined into the constitution, at least be reference. Second, instead of concrete, enforceable provisions like the other autonomies are based on, this proposal includes a list of principles, like “The national identity is a fundamental human right and both individuals and communities are entitled to it.”
 How does one expect this “law” to be enforced? 

Another proposed Article states an otherwise fine principle: “The national minorities are entitled to be represented in public offices and in the judiciary.”
 What does it mean? Should a certain pre-determined number or proportion of judges selected from the minority community, or is it enough if a single Hungarian clerk is appointed to the Court system in the entire Transylvania to represent the millions of Hungarians in Transylvania?

The phrase is used over and over, and seems to be the corner stone of the proposed law: “communities, which have personal autonomy.”
 Something might be lost in the translation, but it is never defined, so it can mean anything or nothing. Also, “(N)ational minorities, which declare themselves as autonomous communities shall have the right to personal autonomy.”
  How does a minority make this “declaration”, what are the conditions, who shall accept the declaration, are the “autonomous communities” local, regional or spiritual/cultural communities?  If they are local authorities, as Art. 53 seems to suggest, how does it have “personal autonomy” as the same Article states? Also, how does a local community “elaborate its own statute concerning the local self-administration?” Does the proposal provide for sovereign powers to the autonomous community? This might be nit-picking, but that is what lawyers do when they interpret a law! The Proposed Law would provide a field day to nit-picking lawyers, and a ton of headache to judges, with little benefit to the minorities!

Also, if the ethnic groups are to have true equality, the provisions should be reciprocal. According to the proposal, in communities where Hungarians (“persons belonging to a national minority”) would constitute a majority, the Rumanian minority “shall use its mother tongue as an official language.”
 Yet, there is no corresponding right proposed to Hungarians where they are in a minority.

Another provision would grant to the minority “limited right to veto in questions affecting their self identity.”
 Just what does “limited veto” mean, and what are the standards for “affecting self-identity”?

Another shortcoming of the proposed Law is that it sets no enforcing machinery and provides no sanctions. For example, there is a provision  that a person belonging to a national minority “may not be subject to any attempt of assimilation against their will.”
 But who shall enforce this, and what will be the penalty if one will attempt to force assimilation?

There are also nice sounding provisions about education in the mother tongue. But it does not specify, who shall teach such courses? Could a nationalist Rumanian, who happens to speak Hungarian, perhaps even broken Hungarian, teach in Hungarian or should such teachers be from the Hungarian language community, as the Special Constitution of the TRENTINO-ALTO ADIGE Autonom region requires?

Perhaps the best illustration of the servile mentality so evident from the entire document is the proposal that “(O)n special occasions, the members of parliament, who belong to a national minority or autonomous community, may use their mother tongue. The parliament shall be notified about the intention to deliver such a speech in order to provide translation.”
  What is wrong if, in the name of equality, members of a national minority use their mother tongue routinely, and translation is provided automatically? How can one expect their national tradition and identity to survive if future generations see that Hungarian members need special occasions to speak Hungarian in their parliament? No other case of ethnic autonomy has such a humiliating and meaningless provision. Yet, in Rumania the deputies still may use only the Rumanian language.

How can one speak of autonomy and self determination if no independent regional self- government is set up that would govern the minority communities with limited jurisdiction but sovereign authority in certain domestic matters? That is the essence of national autonomy: self government. “The competence of self government” should be defined by constitutional provisions and a Regional Autonomous Government, not the “European Charter for Local Self Government,”
 although it might be consulted for guidance and justification of certain provisions.

There should also be provision made for orderly appeal process in cases when minority rights are violated. Given the history of ethnic relations in Rumania, it would not be unreasonable to include binding arbitration by an international human rights authority to settle disputes that cannot be resolved domestically.

This is not intended as a criticism of the people who prepared the Proposed Law, nor is its purpose to add oil to the fire and encourage perhaps some radical Hungarians to resort to violence. Instead, it is telling them what the international standards are, and encouraging them to reach for not only realistic and peaceful but also effective solutions that would really solve the minority problem in Rumania. If the entire  proposal would be accepted by the Rumanian Parliament, it still would not solve the problem and the conflict would continue, until an adequate solution is found. But in the process the concept of autonomy would be discredited as inefficient, and it would be much more difficult to find a democratic, non-violent solution. If you shoot for autonomy, you better hit the target the first time, because the second time it will be much more difficult! At least this seems to be the above quoted message of the President of the Autonomous Province of Trento, the Honorable Pierluigi Angeli. 

As for the Rumanian partner, they should also heed and take comfort in the words of President Angeli: “autonomy cannot and must not be interpreted as provincialist isolation but, on the contrary, as an incentive for a constructive and pacific society.” 

A more recent effort in Rumania took a different approach. Instead of proposing a concrete plan, the movement of Transylvanian Hungarian Civic Society held a forum in May 1997 with more than two hundred Hungarian intellectuals of Transylvania participating. The Forum issued a general statement, prepared by Karoly Kiraly, demanding autonomy.
 They supported their demand with concrete examples of discrimination and quotes from various politicians, public figures, and official documents, including two documents from 1918 and 1920 when Rumanians promised autonomy, but never delivered on their promise. An important quote is taken from the 1201 Recommendation of the European Council: 

In those regions, where national minorities constitute a majority, those persons have the right, according to their special historical and territorial situation, and in harmony with the nationality laws of  their state, to have home rule or Autonom public authorities, or special status.

The problem with this statement, however, is that  it refers to the laws of the state, and if the laws of the state do not permit effective autonomy, than the minorities end up with paper autonomy. As it is, the statement is a truism, and not a standard! The standard is the state law. Whatever it permits, is permitted and whatever is prohibited, is prohibited, the 1201 Recommendation notwithstanding.

It is interesting to note that according to the statement issued by the Forum, the situation in many ways was worse in 1997 than before the 1989 collapse of the Ceausescu regime.

There are also interesting recent developments concerning Hungarian autonomy requests in Transylvania. The Romanian-Hungarian Democratic Federation (RHDF) did come out with a very week autonomy proposal. But after last years election it became a member of the governing coalition and has received some cabinet and sub-cabinet positions, and several concrete promises from her coalition partners. Thus, in terms of Hannum’s three levels of demands, the RHDF  somewhat backtracked from level two to level one in exchange for these promises. 

After less than a year in the coalition, the leaders of the coalition have learned that most of the promises went unkempt, and the most important, although largely symbolic demand, the restoration of the Hungarian University in Kolozsvar (Cluj), which was part of the coalition deal, was voted against even by other coalition members. Even the leaders of the RHDF had been quoted that they had been had, they were naive, etc., as some of the following quotes illustrate.

According to Marko, “the problem is the basic approach, that is, the development of the relations between Rumanians and Hungarians, both within the country and between the two countries, the situation of the minorities, the conceptual clarification of ‘nation’ and ‘national identity’...

Marko warns that the real problem is not the question of the Hungarian university but the road to the future that Rumania had chosen. He noted with great concern that the Rumanian elite can easily be influenced by certain elements in the media and “follows the political exigencies of the moment rather than the challenges of the future.” The Federation’s president reminded [us] that last year’s heated debate was about the language of history and geography instruction, but in reality it wasn’t only the language of these two subjects, just like today it is not the matter of the university. “The issue was, and still is,  the road to be followed by Rumania, and this makes me very uneasy.”

This has put the Hungarian community before a cross roads: continue with a useless coalition, or raise the demands one level and ask for autonomy? So one of the leaders of the Hungarian community, and an honorary president of RHDF, the Most Rev. Bishop László Tökés, called an open mass meeting for September 12, 1998 at Alsocsernaton to discuss the future of the RHDF and the Hungarians in Rumania, officially called “Sekler-land Forum for the Renewal of the RHDF.” 

The National Federation of American Hungarians (NFAH), the largest Hungarian organization outside the Carpathian Basin having over 100 member organizations, follows the events from the United States and wrote a letter to Bishop Tökés and also issued a statement welcoming the conference. The letter urged the participants to put all demands aside and focus on the autonomy issue and in return for an acceptable autonomy, they might want to renounce, as long as the autonomy is kept, any secessionist claims or desires, or any future request for border changes, the most feared possibility by the Rumanians. This way there would be something in it for the Rumanians too, and the conflict in terms of a zero sum approach, where one party’s gain is at the expense of the other, could be turned into a cooperative, positive sum relationship, where both parties would gain: Hungarians would gain autonomy, the Rumanians would gain security of their borders.  To this day, this seems to be the only viable and peaceful way to obtain autonomy, especially, if the Hungarian government would also renounce any border changes in return for autonomy.. 

The RHDF leadership had boycotted the meeting, and instead, issued an ultimatum to the coalition partners that if the case of the Hungarian University is not settled by September 30, they will quit the coalition. But while Marko presents a good analysis of the symptom, he is inconsistent in continuing to fight for a single demand, the Hungarian university, which at this writing as of March 1999 is still not settled.

While the issue of the university was being discussed, the Tökés conference issued a resolution in which autonomy is the only demand, and the other issues are listed as goals. This seems to bring the issue clearly to Hannum’s  third level. The Conference  refrained  from calling it a right, which would question the legitimacy of the regime as far as Hungarians are concerned. Also, at this stage the autonomy demand still seems negotiable, so there is no open conflict between the Tökés approach and the RHDF approaches.

One of the most respected Hungarian leaders in Transylvania, Karoly Kiraly, went a step further and issued a statement at the September 12 Alsocsernaton Conference in which he not only demanded autonomy, but renounced secession, thus finding the common denominator of the two sides. Although is his statement the autonomy and renunciation of secession are not linked, the proposal is a significant step in moving the issue off the dead center. The Kiraly position takes into consideration the Rumanian fear of territorial demands and wants to assure them of the territorial integrity in return for autonomy, thus bridging the intellectual and conceptual gap between the two sides.

After the Kiraly proposal addressed the territorial concerns of the Rumanians, there is no excuse for them to deny autonomy, or at least to refuse  to discuss and grant the several Hungarians demands, on a case by case basis. If Rumania denies both the individual demands on a case by case basis and also fails to negotiate autonomy in good faith, the Hungarian community’s demand of secession will be justified. The next step, earning from the Kosovo example, in order to create an international crisis they might be forced to resort to the only possible argument: violence. Let us hope that it will not be necessary. 

So now the question seems to be: can the Hungarian community in Transylvania unite to demand autonomy. If they can, the ball will be  in the Rumanian court: grant the minority demands in exchange for a pledge of renouncing secession, or risk escalating the conflict to the point when secession will be the only realistic solution. If the Hungarians cannot unite, the international community will forget them, and there is little hope left for them.

Hungarian Autonomy proposals for Slovakia and the Sub-Carpathian region.

Some 3500 representatives of more than 600,000 Hungarian living in Slovakia, including hundreds of elected public officials, held a Congress on January 8, 1994 in the Komarom Sport Hall, with a crowd of some four hundred people standing outside the packed Hall, listening to the speeches through a P.A. system. Komarom is a major Hungarian city in Slovakia, divided by the Danube into a Slovak and a Hungarian part. The President of Slovakia was also present, along with cabinet representatives. Madame Catherine Lalumieres, secretary-general of the European Council also sent letter to the Congress.

The Congress took place in a hostile atmosphere as some Slovak nationalists incited a hostile campaign against the participants with the aim “to stain the honour of the Hungarian community in the sight of the world ... casting Hungarians as irreconcilable and chauvinists.”

In spite of the hostile atmosphere the Congress took a very courageous stand on a number of issues. They complained about three major problems, First, they declared that

the legal circumstances are not satisfactory, because the self-governing rights are defined only in general terms, and in the course of realisation they have free scope of misinterpretation.... Moreover it may have an application of conscious destructive effect on self governing corporations.

The second principal item of the assembly was the administrative and territorial reorganization of the country [that was proposed and carried out by the nationalist Slovak government, to destroy the historic administrational structure, and create new county structure to reduce the proportion of Hungarians in the new counties in regions where they had traditionally been in the majority]....

The third principal point of the assembly was the legal status of the Hungarian people living in Slovakia.

The detailed demands and resolutions all relate to these points, in reverse order. But first they make a general declaration about security and stability in Europe, and claim that settling the ethnic issue is a condition of reduced tensions and improved peace and cooperation.

Next, the representatives note that despite the decades of legal restrictions, repeated persecution and repression, including efforts for forced assimilation “Hungarians living in Slovakia have retained their ability to redefine themselves as a political entity ... and define themselves as a national community and are fighting resolutely for their collective rights, in addition to the individual rights to which all citizens are entitled....”
 

In this respect, their demands include recognition of language rights based on the principle of reciprocity, proportional representation in state offices, fair share of budgetary allocations, and most important, in order to protect their national identity, they request special status in regions with “considerable” Hungarian population, with constitutionally recognized and democratically elected representative bodies.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

They also included a key point: they “desire to work (with) the Slovak nation, on a footing of equal rights, in building the Slovak Republic.”
 To reinforce this point, they add that “implementation of the above principles ... would serve the interest and territorial integrity of the Slovak Republic and would contribute to the creation of a democratic constitutional State.”
  In other words, if these demands are not met, next time Hungarians might demand border changes, and in the mean time, they do not consider, and rightfully so,  Slovakia a democratic constitutional state.

The next point protests against the Slovak move to re-district the Hungarian region by creating gerrymandered districts so as to dilute the Hungarian concentration without relocating anybody. This is done at a time where throughout Europe the emphasis is on minority rights! They declare that “the Hungarian community cannot accept the plan and make counterproposals to protect the historic territorial integrity of the more than half million Hungarians.”

The third point suggests to increase the powers of local government and transfer some powers from the State to local government that is closer to the people and makes a pluralistic system possible, where the minorities can easier retain their identity and protect their interests. They also recommend that Slovakia adhere to the European Charter of Local Self-Government, and that the increased home rule powers of local government be spelled out in the constitution.

The demands of the Slovakian Hungarians in the Komarom Resolutions are much closer to the European norms than that of the Transylvanian Hungarians, but even this leaves room for considerable improvement to be useful as a negotiating starting point. 

It should be noted, that in the recent elections the chauvinistic Meciar government was defeated and a new coalition took over, and representatives of the Hungarian community do participate in the new coalition. Hopefully, this coalition will have  more successful minority policy than the previous Meciar government had, or the Rumanians still have.

The Hungarians of the Sub-Carpathian region that came under Ukrainian sovereignty after the break-up of the Soviet Union, also issued a demand on the “Establishment and Functions of the Cultural Self-Government of Minorities in 1996.
 The statement contains some general principles the authors would like to see realized, including a detailed description of the proposed functions and the system of election of representatives to a National Minority Council that would handle the affairs of the minority.

CONCLUSION: How could it be done Without War or Violence?
There are several possibilities, assuming that the international community is ready to take some strong action. Since most countries involved have dire economic conditions, partly due to the time, energy and other resources wasted due to the minority conflict, not to mention interruption of productive activities and the actual destruction that results from war-like fighting among ethnic groups, an attractive developmental package could be offered as an incentive to resolve the minority problem and the ethnic conflict. Such a package could serve the interest of both the western nations offering the package, in making these countries better trading partners, and of the countries in question, 

To make this work, strict alternatives should be provided as the stick, ranging from partial or complete ban and boycott of the countries that do not go along, to military pressure, declaring the government illegitimate, and possible intervention if the oppression of minorities endangers peace and order in the region. 

There are suggestions from Hungarian nationalists that “Trianon should be re-visited.”  This could mean anything, depending on the group, from complete restoration of the old borders to make border changes or to enforce the minority guarantees promised at Trianon. But Trianon had created  a unique situation. While “re-visiting Trianon” may solve some specific problems of the Hungarian minorities in neighboring countries, a more general solution is desirable, because the minority and the resulting refugee problem along with the threat of ethnic violence has become a global issue.

Therefore we must find a global solution, and of all the international agencies and organizations it seems at this time the United Nations is the best equipped to develop, propose and institute a global solution and to impose global sanctions if they would become necessary, since all involved countries are members of the UN. The European Community also should develop the tools necessary to protect minorities within its jurisdiction. Unfortunately, however, the most delinquent Central European nations, Rumania, Serbia and Slovakia are not and are not likely to become EC members in the near future, although according to news reports, after the elections Slovakia’s chances have tremendously improved.

As for the UN action, once the major powers in the world are convinced that the time is ripe and the package is ready, one government must bring it to the United Nations Security Council and the General Assembly. With the help of international legal experts the UN must consider the entire issue of national self-determination. Piecemeal work will just delay the resolution of the problem, and confuse both the majorities and minorities as to what their rights and responsibilities will be! The UN should not repeat the mistake the previous generation had committed in freezing the status quo in Africa and the rest of the world after the collapse of colonialism.

Such UN action is urgently needed, in light of the Kosovo fighting. Even if there will be eventual agreement in Rambouillet, France, with Milosevic, the international community cannot afford the kind of frustrating negotiation that Milosevic has been conducting  every time a small time dictator or a chauvinistic majority decides to kill off its minority population. The UN should be in a position to have an international court make a decision, and the UN issue an ultimatum with a deal-line to comply with the court decision, and use military force against countries that fail to comply respect the most basic rules of humanity. International outlaws cannot get any better treatment than domestic ones.

The UN resolution
 should provide for respect of minority rights, or adequate autonomy. If the country is question fails to provide adequate autonomy, which is a domestic matter for each country, the UN should order separation from the majority country and recognize the minority  territories, on the basis “of extreme or other ways inevitable necessity”
 as sovereign countries that will decide their future themselves. It should also include a warning that if the minorities would be subjected to violence as the result of the UN decision, it would not only  authorize use of force to protect the minorities from violence (as it has been done already in Bosnia), but would declare the guilty government undemocratic and deny its right to govern, as the OAS had done in the case of the Samoza government of Nicaragua.

Accordingly, the UN must establish guide lines on three level: 

1. To what minimum rights are the minorities entitled to, individually and collectively.

2. When is autonomy warranted, and what are some of the functions  and rights that should be de-centralized, with the actual provisions to be negotiated, under international supervision and assistance, by the parties involved on a case by case basis.

3. Provisions should be made by the UN  to carry out the separation of a part of a country when secession, as the consequence of the treatment of the minority, is approved according to the principles of Grotius in an internationally organized and supervised referendum by the minority.

An important aspect of these rules should be to provide appropriate sanctions for its peaceful enforcement, if possible, but not excluding force, if necessary.

The UN will also have to decide if historical territorial claims should be considered, and if yes, to what extent, how far must the claim go back, etc. But the UN should also be cautioned that in some parts of the world borders have changed so much that it might be impossible to find or decide the rightful owners, unless the rule of “first sovereign” will be instituted. In considering territorial claims care should be taken not to render the human and minority rights argument secondary. It is suggested that peace and stability would be best served if the territorial argument is accepted and used only to strengthen claims based current human rights situations.

In the Carpathian Basin the legal, moral and political justification for such a move is multi-fold and includes both territorial claims based on a historic grievance, and human rights claims:

· The argument that Hungary was “greatly responsible” for the outbreak of World War I, the premise for the partition of Hungary and the creation of the successor states, is absurd, as the evidence above demonstrated, while the parties truly responsible, including Serbia, were rewarded, violating the principles of Grotius. If the treatment of Hungary by the victorious parties at Trianon would became general practice, the international community would turn into chaos.

· These multi-ethnic countries with unresolved minority issues are a threat to the peace of the region and of the world. The breaking up of Yugoslavia and Bosnia gave us a sample of the fierce genocide that can occur if the passion of nationalism is allowed to run free in a country, and if no provision is made for the orderly and peaceful resolution of the minority issue before violence erupts. An international aspect of these conflicts are the flood of refugees, and ironically, Hungary is the first target country of the masses of refugees. Nobody wants, or even expects at this time, internal revolution in Serbia, Rumania or Slovakia, but if the string is tightened too much, nobody knows what desperate people might do. And if any violence would occur, the responsibility and guilt would be shared between the chauvinistic majority and the negligent international community.

· A New World Order must be based on respect of ethnic and cultural differences, and cultural fault lines should be recognized and respected in drawing and/or re-drawing state boundaries when possible, or, when border changes are impractical, at least by creating autonomous regions, so one culture cannot threaten or absorb another;

· The territories were ceded to these countries by the Treaties of Trianon with the condition that they will respect minority rights, as President Wilson has emphasized, and all parties have agreed. So creating autonomous regions would be little more than belated enforcement of the Treaties signed by the countries involved, or their lawful predecessors (except in the case of Ukraine, which did not even exist at that time). Further, the so called “successor states” failed to carry out their freely agreed to obligations regarding the treatment of the minorities. This should be sufficient reason even to cancel those contracts.

· The partitioning of Hungary by the Treaty of Trianon, at the height of the hysteria during and following the war, violated the Wilsonian 14 points, and the partition of Hungary, at least in its actual form, was unjust and unlawful, so it is incumbent on the international community, especially the countries that have signed and guaranteed the  upholding of the provisions of the treaties, to restore as justice and order much as possible as preconditions of regional and perhaps world peace, since major superpowers on opposing sides of the fault line could also find themselves on opposing sides in a political conflict.

· Given the conditions and the restrictions on the Hungarian delegation in Versailles and  the threat to the Hungarian government and the entire country, the Treaty was signed under duress, and therefore as a contract it is morally null and void, and the procedures applied at Trianon have never became precedents. Therefore, even if conditions cannot be returned to as it was before the injustice was committed, some remedy should be found. Therefore it is incumbent upon the International Community to restore justice without any further suffering to those innocent peoples who were thrust into minority role under violently oppressive regimes.

It is not easy to correct a major mistake and injustice that had occurred almost eighty years ago. But the unresolved minority issue is stalling both political democracy and economic development both in those successor states and in Hungary. On the other hand, solving this thorny issue could be not only a precedent for solving thorny minority issues in other parts of the world, but could be a giant step in the direction of world peace and economic progress, toward a New World Order, as Ervin Laszlo suggested.

Once the minority issue is solved, without unnecessary border changes and in principle by a new universal law and effective UN action not only the Carpathian Basin and Europe but the entire world will be a more just and more peaceful place.

But policies do not just come out of nowhere. They have to be developed and carefully promoted. Since there is only one such international agency in the world that can accomplish this, the United Nations, all peace loving citizens, many of them one time refugees, who live in the West and have oppressed co-nationals under foreign domination and hope to improve their lot, should unite in Non Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) and through sympathetic governments pressure the United Nations for effective action. They also must inform, educate and convince the governments of the countries in which  they live and of which they are often voting citizens, to take the necessary steps to preserve regional and world peace by introducing and supporting appropriate forms of  self-determination before terrorism erupts and while it can be done without the introduction of peacekeeping forces under the United Nations flag.

Finally, political émigrés of all nations whose members suffer in minority status and have the most at stake, should cooperate with each other and with national and international peace organizations and they must initiate and coordinate this activity, or nobody will do it, and the world will remain a more dangerous, violent, and unjust place at the commencement of the next millennia. 
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APPENDIX I.
PROPOSED UN RESOLUTION ON NATIONAL SELF-DETERMINATION

Based on the classic definition of self-determination by Grotius, the 1921 League of Nations Resolution on the Aaland Islands, various subsidiary sources of international law,  expert opinion and “opinio juris,”  of which several were mentioned and discussed in this book, the following RESOLUTION ON MINORITY SELF-DETERMINATION is recommended for consideration by the  United Nations. The attached Lund Recommendations and the Gross Report provide additional arguments in favor of autonomy as a solution to the minority problem.

(The purpose of the proposed Resolution is not to create more mini-states, but to encourage the government to solve the minority problem peacefully, or face the prospect of losing the involved minorities with the land they occupy.)

1. “In case of extreme or otherwise inevitable necessity a part may by itself transfer to other hands the sovereignty over itself without the consent of all the people.” (Grotius, THE LAW OF WAR AND PEACE,
3, XX, 5.)
2. “Extreme necessity” shall consist of 

a. Refusal by the government to grant and protect against forced assimilation or against invasion of the minority’s rights to maintain its cultural, religious or linguistic identity, and to practice the same freely, under similar conditions as the majority does, or if necessary, under positive protection.

b. Refusal by the government to consider, grant, and comply with appropriate forms of autonomy, including personal, shared, cross-border, or territorial autonomies, to protect the above listed and other rights that civilized communities through traditions and/or various bi- and multilateral treaties and other instruments recognize.

c. Creation of an international disturbance by producing border incidents, inducing a flow of refugees into other countries, disrupting international trade, travel, and fulfillment  of international contracts. 

3. The World Court/International Court of Justice shall have jurisdiction to hear complaints under this provision, and decide, without regard to the sovereign status of the offending party

A. if the situation is indeed an ”extreme necessity” under the above standard, and 

B. If it is, what remedy should be ordered. The court can 


a. suspend the offending government and institute a temporary care-taker government until new elections are held, and bar all suspended officials from future public service;


b. order one or more forms of autonomy; or 


c. in extreme cases, order a referendum on secession in the affected area.

4. At least two UN member organizations, one of which is not an interested party in the dispute, or appropriate organs of CSCE, ODIHR, EC., or other multi-lateral organizations, and a special committee established by the UN Secretariat to monitor compliance with this Resolution, shall have standing in the court. NGO’s are urged to work with one or more of the above parties to document and bring minority rights violations to their attention.

5. The offending nations shall have no more than one year to comply with the Court’s order. Any act of harassment, violence or escalation of anti-minority activity during the period from when the charges are brought to the full compliance will be dealt with, and the individuals, including government officials, shall be severely punished.

6. The United Nations Security Council shall enforce the court’s decision by all peaceful means if possible, and using appropriate force if necessary.

Additional suggestion:

Until the United Nations passes this or similar and effective Resolution, it is suggested that based on the factors listed in the Introduction to this proposal, especially subsidiary sources and opinio juris, Parties that have standing in the Court, attempt to get the Court to accept minority rights violation cases on the above outlined basis. In International Law cases are often initiated without existing prior positive law.
	APPENDIX  II..

The Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe

(CSCE, now known as OSCE) at its Copenhagen meeting approved a Document that includes several points (IV, 3O-41) on national minorities. But other significant principles were also established by the document that seems to have universal value and should be made the basis of all human rights, including minority rights practice. In #2 they wrote that 

“They consider that the rule of law does not mean merely a formal legality which assures regularity and consistency in the achievement and enforcement of democratic order, but justice based on the recognition and full acceptance of the supreme value of the human personality and guaranteed by institutions providing a framework for its fullest expression.” 

In #4 it states that 

“… they will respect each others right freely to choose and develop, in accordance with international human rights standards, their political, social, economic and cultural systems. In exercising this right, they will ensure that their laws, regulations, practices and policies conform with their obligations under international law and are brought into harmony with the provisions of the Declaration on Principles and other CSCE commitments.

In other worlds, it is not enough that the government and the majorities respect the law! The laws themselves have to be in accord with certain international standards. To pass, follow and enforce laws that violate these standards is not sufficient.

The Document also lays down a new principle in #6: 

“The participating States declare that the will of the people, freely and fairly expressed through periodic and genuine elections, is the basis of the authority and legitimacy of all government.” 
In other words, it is not enough that elections follow the election law, they must be free and fair! So, genuinely free and fair elections are the basis of a government’s authority and legitimacy. A government that was not freely and fairly elected, is not legitim according to this Document. Unfortunately, very few of the provisions of the Document are being observed, because the international community has no tools to implement these nice rules in the offending states. 

THE COPENHAGEN DOCUMENT
Conference for Security and Co-operation in Europe

SECOND CONFERENCE ON 
THE HUMAN DIMENSION OF THE CSCE

________________

Copenhagen 
_______________ 

5 - 29 June 1990 

DOCUMENT
OF THE COPENHAGEN MEETING OF THE
CONFERENCE ON THE HUMAN DIMENSION OF THE CSCE


COPENGAGEN 1990

The representatives of the participating States of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, the Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, the United States of America and Yugoslavia, met in Copenhagen from 5 to 29 June 1990, in accordance with the provisions relating to the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE contained in the Concluding Document of the Vienna Follow-up Meeting of the CSCE.

The representative of meeting was opened and closed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Denmark. Albania attended the Copenhagen Meeting as observer.

The first Meeting of the Conference was held in Paris from 30 May to 23 June 1989.

The Copenhagen Meeting was opened and closed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Denmark.

The formal opening of the Copenhagen Meeting was attended by Her Majesty the Queen of Denmark and His Royal Highness the Prince Consort.

Opening statements were made by Ministers and Deputy Ministers of the participating States.

At a special meeting of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the participating States of the CSCE on 5 June 1990, convened on the invitation of the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Denmark, it was agreed to convene a Preparatory Committee in Vienna on 10 July 1990 to prepare a Summit Meeting in Paris of their Heads of State or Government.

The participating States welcome with great satisfaction the fundamental political changes that have occurred in Europe since the first Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE in Paris in 1989. They note that the CSCE process has contributed significantly to bringing about these changes and that these developments in turn have greatly advanced the implementation of the provisions of the Final Act and of the other CSCE documents.

They recognize that pluralistic democracy and the rule of law are essential for ensuring respect for all human rights and fundamental freedoms, the development of human contacts and the resolution of other issues of a related humanitarian character. They therefore welcome the commitment expressed by all participating States to the ideals of democracy and political pluralism as well as their common determination to build democratic societies based on free elections and the rule of law.

At the Copenhagen Meeting the participating States held a review of the implementation of their commitments in the field of the human dimension. They considered that the degree of compliance with the commitments contained in the relevant provisions of the CSCE documents had shown a fundamental improvement since the Paris Meeting. They also expressed the view, however, that further steps are required for the full realization of their commitments relating to the human dimension.

The participating States express their conviction that full respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and the development of societies based on pluralistic democracy and the rule of law are prerequisites for progress in setting up the lasting order of peace, security, justice and co-operation that they seek to establish in Europe. They therefore reaffirm their commitment to implement fully all provisions of the Final Act and of the other CSCE documents relating to the human dimension and undertake to build on the progress they have made.

They recognize that co-operation among themselves, as well as the active involvement of persons, groups, organizations and institutions, will be essential to ensure continuing progress towards their shared objectives.

In order to strengthen respect for, and enjoyment of, human rights and fundamental freedoms, to develop human contacts and to resolve issues of a related humanitarian character, the participating States agree on the following:

I

(1) The participating States express their conviction that the protection and promotion of human rights and fundamental freedoms is one of the basic purposes of government, and reaffirm that the recognition of these rights and freedoms constitutes the foundation of freedom, justice and peace.

(2) They are determined to support and advance those principles of justice which form the basis of the rule of law. They consider that the rule of law does not mean merely a formal legality which assures regularity and consistency in the achievement and enforcement of democratic order, but justice based on the recognition and full acceptance of the supreme value of the human personality and guaranteed by institutions providing a framework for its fullest expression.

(3) They reaffirm that democracy is an inherent element of the rule of law. They recognize the importance of pluralism with regard to political organizations.

(4) They confirm that they will respect each others right freely to choose and develop, in accordance with international human rights standards, their political, social, economic and cultural systems. In exercising this right, they will ensure that their laws, regulations, practices and policies conform with their obligations under international law and are brought into harmony with the provisions of the Declaration on Principles and other CSCE commitments.

(5) They solemnly declare that among those elements of justice which are essential to the full expression of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all human beings are the following:

(5.1) - free elections that will be held at reasonable intervals by secret ballot or by equivalent free voting procedure, under conditions which ensure in practice the free expression of the opinion of the electors in the choice of their representatives;

(5.2) - a form of government that is representative in character, in which the executive is accountable to the elected legislature or the electorate;

(5.3) - the duty of the government and public authorities to comply with the constitution and to act in a manner consistent with law;

(5.4) - a clear separation between the State and political parties; in particular, political parties will not be merged with the State;

(5.5) - the activity of the government and the administration as well as that of the judiciary will be exercised in accordance with the system established by law. Respect for that system must be ensured;

(5.6) - military forces and the police will be under the control of, and accountable to, the civil authorities;

(5.7) - human rights and fundamental freedoms will be guaranteed by law and in accordance with their obligations under international law;

(5.8) - legislation, adopted at the end of a public procedure, and regulations will be published, that being the condition for their applicability. Those texts will be accessible to everyone;

(5.9) - all persons are equal before the law and are entitled without any discrimination to the equal protection of the law. In this respect, the law will prohibit any discrimination and guarantee to all persons equal and effective protection against discrimination on any ground;

(5.10) - everyone will have an effective means of redress against administrative decisions, so as to guarantee respect for fundamental rights and ensure legal integrity;

(5.11) - administrative decisions against a person must be fully justifiable and must as a rule indicate the usual remedies available;

(5.12) - the independence of judges and the impartial operation of the public judicial service will be ensured;

(5.13) - the independence of legal practitioners will be recognized and protected, in particular as regards conditions for recruitment and practice;

(5.14) - the rules relating to criminal procedure will contain a clear definition of powers in relation to prosecution and the measures preceding and accompanying prosecution;

(5.15) - any person arrested or detained on a criminal charge will have the right, so that the lawfulness of his arrest or detention can be decided, to be brought promptly before a judge or other officer authorized by law to exercise this function;

(5.16) - in the determination of any criminal charge against him, or of his rights and obligations in a suit at law, everyone will be entitled to a fair and public hearing by a competent, independent and impartial tribunal established by law;

(5.17) - any person prosecuted will have the right to defend himself in person or through prompt legal assistance of his own choosing or, if he does not have sufficient means to pay for legal assistance, to be given it free when the interests of justice so require;

(5.18) - no one will be charged with, tried for or convicted of any criminal offence unless the offence is provided for by a law which defines the elements of the offence with clarity and precision;

(5.19) - everyone will be presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law;

(5.20) - considering the important contribution of international instruments in the field of human rights to the rule of law at a national level, the participating States reaffirm that they will consider acceding to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and other relevant international instruments, if they have not yet done so;

(5.21) - in order to supplement domestic remedies and better to ensure that the participating States respect the international obligations they have undertaken, the participating States will consider acceding to a regional or global international convention concerning the protection of human rights, such as the European Convention on Human Rights or the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which provide for procedures of individual recourse to international bodies.

(6) The participating States declare that the will of the people, freely and fairly expressed through periodic and genuine elections, is the basis of the authority and legitimacy of all government. The participating States will accordingly respect the right of their citizens to take part in the governing of their country, either directly or through representatives freely chosen by them through fair electoral processes. They recognize their responsibility to defend and protect, in accordance with their laws, their international human rights obligations and their international commitments, the democratic order freely established through the will of the people against the activities of persons, groups or organizations that engage in or refuse to renounce terrorism or violence aimed at the overthrow of that order or of that of another participating State.

(7) To ensure that the will of the people serves as the basis of the authority of government, the participating States will

(7.1) - hold free elections at reasonable intervals, as established by law;

(7.2) - permit all seats in at least one chamber of the national legislature to be freely contested in a popular vote;

(7.3) - guarantee universal and equal suffrage to adult citizens;

(7.4) - ensure that votes are cast by secret ballot or by equivalent free voting procedure, and that they are counted and reported honestly with the official results made public;

(7.5) - respect the right of citizens to seek political or public office, individually or as representatives of political parties or organizations, without discrimination;

(7.6) - respect the right of individuals and groups to establish, in full freedom, their own political parties or other political organizations and provide such political parties and organizations with the necessary legal guarantees to enable them to compete with each other on a basis of equal treatment before the law and by the authorities;

(7.7) - ensure that law and public policy work to permit political campaigning to be conducted in a fair and free atmosphere in which neither administrative action, violence nor intimidation bars the parties and the candidates from freely presenting their views and qualifications, or prevents the voters from learning and discussing them or from casting their vote free of fear of retribution;

(7.8) - provide that no legal or administrative obstacle stands in the way of unimpeded access to the media on a non-discriminatory basis for all political groupings and individuals wishing to participate in the electoral process;

(7.9) - ensure that candidates who obtain the necessary number of votes required by law are duly installed in office and are permitted to remain in office until their term expires or is otherwise brought to an end in a manner that is regulated by law in conformity with democratic parliamentary and constitutional procedures.

(8) The participating States consider that the presence of observers, both foreign and domestic, can enhance the electoral process for States in which elections are taking place. They therefore invite observers from any other CSCE participating States and any appropriate private institutions and organizations who may wish to do so to observe the course of their national election proceedings, to the extent permitted by law. They will also endeavour to facilitate similar access for election proceedings held below the national level. Such observers will undertake not to interfere in the electoral proceedings.

II

(9) The participating States reaffirm that

(9.1) - everyone will have the right to freedom of expression including the right to communication. This right will include freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority and regardless of frontiers. The exercise of this right may be subject only to such restrictions as are prescribed by law and are consistent with international standards. In particular, no limitation will be imposed on access to, and use of, means of reproducing documents of any kind, while respecting, however, rights relating to intellectual property, including copyright;

(9.2) - everyone will have the right of peaceful assembly and demonstration. Any restrictions which may be placed on the exercise of these rights will be prescribed by law and consistent with international standards;

(9.3) - the right of association will be guaranteed. The right to form and subject to the general right of a trade union to determine its own membership freely to join a trade union will be guaranteed. These rights will exclude any prior control. Freedom of association for workers, including the freedom to strike, will be guaranteed, subject to limitations prescribed by law and consistent with international standards;

(9.4) - everyone will have the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This right includes freedom to change ones religion or belief and freedom to manifest ones religion or belief, either alone or in community with others, in public or in private, through worship, teaching, practice and observance. The exercise of these rights may be subject only to such restrictions as are prescribed by law and are consistent with international standards;

(9.5) - they will respect the right of everyone to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country, consistent with a States international obligations and CSCE commitments. Restrictions on this right will have the character of very rare exceptions, will be considered necessary only if they respond to a specific public need, pursue a legitimate aim and are proportionate to that aim, and will not be abused or applied in an arbitrary manner;

(9.6) - everyone has the right peacefully to enjoy his property either on his own or in common with others. No one may be deprived of his property except in the public interest and subject to the conditions provided for by law and consistent with international commitments and obligations.

(10) In reaffirming their commitment to ensure effectively the rights of the individual to know and act upon human rights and fundamental freedoms, and to contribute actively, individually or in association with others, to their promotion and protection, the participating States express their commitment to

(10.1) - respect the right of everyone, individually or in association with others, to seek, receive and impart freely views and information on human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the rights to disseminate and publish such views and information;

(10.2) - respect the rights of everyone, individually or in association with others, to study and discuss the observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms and to develop and discuss ideas for improved protection of human rights and better means for ensuring compliance with international human rights standards;

(10.3) - ensure that individuals are permitted to exercise the right to association, including the right to form, join and participate effectively in non-governmental organizations which seek the promotion and protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms, including trade unions and human rights monitoring groups;

(10.4) - allow members of such groups and organizations to have unhindered access to and communication with similar bodies within and outside their countries and with international organizations, to engage in exchanges, contacts and co-operation with such groups and organizations and to solicit, receive and utilize for the purpose of promoting and protecting human rights and fundamental freedoms voluntary financial contributions from national and international sources as provided for by law.

(11) - The participating States further affirm that, where violations of human rights and fundamental freedoms are alleged to have occurred, the effective remedies available include

(11.1) - the right of the individual to seek and receive adequate legal assistance;

(11.2) - the right of the individual to seek and receive assistance from others in defending human rights and fundamental freedoms, and to assist others in defending human rights and fundamental freedoms;

(11.3) - the right of individuals or groups acting on their behalf to communicate with international bodies with competence to receive and consider information concerning allegations of human rights abuses.

(12) The participating States, wishing to ensure greater transparency in the implementation of the commitments undertaken in the Vienna Concluding Document under the heading of the human dimension of the CSCE, decide to accept as a confidence-building measure the presence of observers sent by participating States and representatives of non-governmental organizations and other interested persons at proceedings before courts as provided for in national legislation and international law; it is understood that proceedings may only be held in camera in the circumstances prescribed by law and consistent with obligations under international law and international commitments.

(13) The participating States decide to accord particular attention to the recognition of the rights of the child, his civil rights and his individual freedoms, his economic, social and cultural rights, and his right to special protection against all forms of violence and exploitation. They will consider acceding to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, if they have not yet done so, which was opened for signature by States on 26 January 1990. They will recognize in their domestic legislation the rights of the child as affirmed in the international agreements to which they are Parties.

(14) The participating States agree to encourage the creation, within their countries, of conditions for the training of students and trainees from other participating States, including persons taking vocational and technical courses. They also agree to promote travel by young people from their countries for the purpose of obtaining education in other participating States and to that end to encourage the conclusion, where appropriate, of bilateral and multilateral agreements between their relevant governmental institutions, organizations and educational establishments.

(15) The participating States will act in such a way as to facilitate the transfer of sentenced persons and encourage those participating States which are not Parties to the Convention on the Transfer of Sentenced Persons, signed at Strasbourg on 21 November 1983, to consider acceding to the Convention.

(16) The participating States

(16.1) - reaffirm their commitment to prohibit torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, to take effective legislative, administrative, judicial and other measures to prevent and punish such practices, to protect individuals from any psychiatric or other medical practices that violate human rights and fundamental freedoms and to take effective measures to prevent and punish such practices;

(16.2) - intend, as a matter of urgency, to consider acceding to the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, if they have not yet done so, and recognizing the competences of the Committee against Torture under articles 21 and 22 of the Convention and withdrawing reservations regarding the competence of the Committee under article 20;

(16.3) - stress that no exceptional circumstances whatsoever, whether a state of war or a threat of war, internal political instability or any other public emergency, may be invoked as a justification of torture;

(16.4) - will ensure that education and information regarding the prohibition against torture are fully included in the training of law enforcement personnel, civil or military, medical personnel, public officials and other persons who may be involved in the custody, interrogation or treatment of any individual subjected to any form of arrest, detention or imprisonment;

(16.5) - will keep under systematic review interrogation rules, instructions, methods and practices as well as arrangements for the custody and treatment of persons subjected to any form of arrest, detention or imprisonment in any territory under their jurisdiction, with a view to preventing any cases of torture;

(16.6) - will take up with priority for consideration and for appropriate action, in accordance with the agreed measures and procedures for the effective implementation of the commitments relating to the human dimension of the CSCE, any cases of torture and other inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment made known to them through official channels or coming from any other reliable source of information;

(16.7) - will act upon the understanding that preserving and guaranteeing the life and security of any individual subjected to any form of torture and other inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment will be the sole criterion in determining the urgency and priorities to be accorded in taking appropriate remedial action; and, therefore, the consideration of any cases of torture and other inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment within the framework of any other international body or mechanism may not be invoked as a reason for refraining from consideration and appropriate action in accordance with the agreed measures and procedures for the effective implementation of the commitments relating to the human dimension of the CSCE.

(17) The participating States

(17.1) - recall the commitment undertaken in the Vienna Concluding Document to keep the question of capital punishment under consideration and to co-operate within relevant international organizations;

(17.2) - recall, in this context, the adoption by the General Assembly of the United Nations, on 15 December 1989, of the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, aiming at the abolition of the death penalty;

(17.3) - note the restrictions and safeguards regarding the use of the death penalty which have been adopted by the international community, in particular article 6 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights;

(17.4) - note the provisions of the Sixth Protocol to the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, concerning the abolition of the death penalty;

(17.5) - note recent measures taken by a number of participating States towards the abolition of capital punishment;

(17.6) - note the activities of several non-governmental organizations on the question of the death penalty;

(17.7) - will exchange information within the framework of the Conference on the Human Dimension on the question of the abolition of the death penalty and keep that question under consideration;

(17.8) - will make available to the public information regarding the use of the death penalty.

(18) The participating States

(18.1) - note that the United Nations Commission on Human Rights has recognized the right of everyone to have conscientious objections to military service;

(18.2) - note recent measures taken by a number of participating States to permit exemption from compulsory military service on the basis of conscientious objections;

(18.3) - note the activities of several non-governmental organizations on the question of conscientious objections to compulsory military service;

(18.4) - agree to consider introducing, where this has not yet been done, various forms of alternative service, which are compatible with the reasons for conscientious objection, such forms of alternative service being in principle of a non-combatant or civilian nature, in the public interest and of a non-punitive nature;

(18.5) - will make available to the public information on this issue;

(18.6) - will keep under consideration, within the framework of the Conference on the Human Dimension, the relevant questions related to the exemption from compulsory military service, where it exists, of individuals on the basis of conscientious objections to armed service, and will exchange information on these questions.

(19) The participating States affirm that freer movement and contacts among their citizens are important in the context of the protection and promotion of human rights and fundamental freedoms. They will ensure that their policies concerning entry into their territories are fully consistent with the aims set out in the relevant provisions of the Final Act, the Madrid Concluding Document and the Vienna Concluding Document. While reaffirming their determination not to recede from the commitments contained in CSCE documents, they undertake to implement fully and improve present commitments in the field of human contacts, including on a bilateral and multilateral basis. In this context they will

(19.1) - strive to implement the procedures for entry into their territories, including the issuing of visas and passport and customs control, in good faith and without unjustified delay. Where necessary, they will shorten the waiting time for visa decisions, as well as simplify practices and reduce administrative requirements for visa applications;

(19.2) - ensure, in dealing with visa applications, that these are processed as expeditiously as possible in order, inter alia, to take due account of important family, personal or professional considerations, especially in cases of an urgent, humanitarian nature;

(19.3) - endeavour, where necessary, to reduce fees charged in connection with visa applications to the lowest possible level.

(20) The participating States concerned will consult and, where appropriate, cooperate in dealing with problems that might emerge as a result of the increased movement of persons.

(21) The participating States recommend the consideration, at the next CSCE Follow-up Meeting in Helsinki, of the advisability of holding a meeting of experts on consular matters.

(22) The participating States reaffirm that the protection and promotion of the rights of migrant workers have their human dimension. In this context, they

(22.1) - agree that the protection and promotion of the rights of migrant workers are the concern of all participating States and that as such they should be addressed within the CSCE process;

(22.2) - reaffirm their commitment to implement fully in their domestic legislation the rights of migrant workers provided for in international agreements to which they are parties;

(22.3) - consider that, in future international instruments concerning the rights of migrant workers, they should take into account the fact that this issue is of importance for all of them;

(22.4) - express their readiness to examine, at future CSCE meetings, the relevant aspects of the further promotion of the rights of migrant workers and their families.

(23) The participating States reaffirm their conviction expressed in the Vienna Concluding Document that the promotion of economic, social and cultural rights as well as of civil and political rights is of paramount importance for human dignity and for the attainment of the legitimate aspirations of every individual. They also reaffirm their commitment taken in the Document of the Bonn Conference on Economic Co-operation in Europe to the promotion of social justice and the improvement of living and working conditions. In the context of continuing their efforts with a view to achieving progressively the full realization of economic, social and cultural rights by all appropriate means, they will pay special attention to problems in the areas of employment, housing, social security, health, education and culture.

(24) The participating States will ensure that the exercise of all the human rights and fundamental freedoms set out above will not be subject to any restrictions except those which are provided by law and are consistent with their obligations under international law, in particular the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and with their international commitments, in particular the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. These restrictions have the character of exceptions. The participating States will ensure that these restrictions are not abused and are not applied in an arbitrary manner, but in such a way that the effective exercise of these rights is ensured.

Any restriction on rights and freedoms must, in a democratic society, relate to one of the objectives of the applicable law and be strictly proportionate to the aim of that law.

(25) The participating States confirm that any derogations from obligations relating to human rights and fundamental freedoms during a state of public emergency must remain strictly within the limits provided for by international law, in particular the relevant international instruments by which they are bound, especially with respect to rights from which there can be no derogation. They also reaffirm that

(25.1) - measures derogating from such obligations must be taken in strict conformity with the procedural requirements laid down in those instruments;

(25.2) - the imposition of a state of public emergency must be proclaimed officially, publicly, and in accordance with the provisions laid down by law;

(25.3) - measures derogating from obligations will be limited to the extent strictly required by the exigencies of the situation;

(25.4) - such measures will not discriminate solely on the grounds of race, colour, sex, language, religion, social origin or of belonging to a minority.

III

(26) The participating States recognize that vigorous democracy depends on the existence as an integral part of national life of democratic values and practices as well as an extensive range of democratic institutions. They will therefore encourage, facilitate and, where appropriate, support practical co-operative endeavours and the sharing of information, ideas and expertise among themselves and by direct contacts and co-operation between individuals, groups and organizations in areas including the following:

- constitutional law, reform and development,

- electoral legislation, administration and observation,

- establishment and management of courts and legal systems,

- the development of an impartial and effective public service where recruitment and advancement are based on a merit system,

- law enforcement,

- local government and decentralization,

- access to information and protection of privacy,

- developing political parties and their role in pluralistic societies,

- free and independent trade unions,

- co-operative movements,

- developing other forms of free associations and public interest groups,

- journalism, independent media, and intellectual and cultural life,

- the teaching of democratic values, institutions and practices in educational institutions and the fostering of an atmosphere of free enquiry.

Such endeavours may cover the range of co-operation encompassed in the human dimension of the CSCE, including training, exchange of information, books and instructional materials, co-operative programmes and projects, academic and professional exchanges and conferences, scholarships, research grants, provision of expertise and advice, business and scientific contacts and programmes.

(27) The participating States will also facilitate the establishment and strengthening of independent national institutions in the area of human rights and the rule of law, which may also serve as focal points for co-ordination and collaboration between such institutions in the participating States. They propose that co-operation be encouraged between parliamentarians from participating States, including through existing inter-parliamentary associations and, inter alia, through joint commissions, television debates involving parliamentarians, meetings and round-table discussions. They will also encourage existing institutions, such as organizations within the United Nations system and the Council of Europe, to continue and expand the work they have begun in this area.

(28) The participating States recognize the important expertise of the Council of Europe in the field of human rights and fundamental freedoms and agree to consider further ways and means to enable the Council of Europe to make a contribution to the human dimension of the CSCE. They agree that the nature of this contribution could be examined further in a future CSCE forum.

(29) The participating States will consider the idea of convening a meeting or seminar of experts to review and discuss co-operative measures designed to promote and sustain viable democratic institutions in participating States, including comparative studies of legislation in participating States in the area of human rights and fundamental freedoms, inter alia drawing upon the experience acquired in this area by the Council of Europe and the activities of the Commission "Democracy through Law".




IV

(30) The participating States recognize that the questions relating to national minorities can only be satisfactorily resolved in a democratic political framework based on the rule of law, with a functioning independent judiciary. This framework guarantees full respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, equal rights and status for all citizens, the free expression of all their legitimate interests and aspirations, political pluralism, social tolerance and the implementation of legal rules that place effective restraints on the abuse of governmental power.

They also recognize the important role of non-governmental organizations, including political parties, trade unions, human rights organizations and religious groups, in the promotion of tolerance, cultural diversity and the resolution of questions relating to national minorities.

They further reaffirm that respect for the rights of persons belonging to national minorities as part of universally recognized human rights is an essential factor for peace, justice, stability and democracy in the participating States.

(31) Persons belonging to national minorities have the right to exercise fully and effectively their human rights and fundamental freedoms without any discrimination and in full equality before the law.

The participating States will adopt, where necessary, special measures for the purpose of ensuring to persons belonging to national minorities full equality with the other citizens in the exercise and enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms.

(32) To belong to a national minority is a matter of a persons individual choice and no disadvantage may arise from the exercise of such choice.

Persons belonging to national minorities have the right freely to express, preserve and develop their ethnic, cultural, linguistic or religious identity and to maintain and develop their culture in all its aspects, free of any attempts at assimilation against their will. In particular, they have the right

(32.1) - to use freely their mother tongue in private as well as in public;

(32.2) - to establish and maintain their own educational, cultural and religious institutions, organizations or associations, which can seek voluntary financial and other contributions as well as public assistance, in conformity with national legislation;

(32.3) - to profess and practise their religion, including the acquisition, possession and use of religious materials, and to conduct religious educational activities in their mother tongue;

(32.4) - to establish and maintain unimpeded contacts among themselves within their country as well as contacts across frontiers with citizens of other States with whom they share a common ethnic or national origin, cultural heritage or religious beliefs;

(32.5) - to disseminate, have access to and exchange information in their mother tongue;

(32.6) - to establish and maintain organizations or associations within their country and to participate in international non-governmental organizations.

Persons belonging to national minorities can exercise and enjoy their rights individually as well as in community with other members of their group. No disadvantage may arise for a person belonging to a national minority on account of the exercise or non-exercise of any such rights.

(33) The participating States will protect the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of national minorities on their territory and create conditions for the promotion of that identity. They will take the necessary measures to that effect after due consultations, including contacts with organizations or associations of such minorities, in accordance with the decision-making procedures of each State.

Any such measures will be in conformity with the principles of equality and non-discrimination with respect to the other citizens of the participating State concerned.

(34) The participating States will endeavour to ensure that persons belonging to national minorities, notwithstanding the need to learn the official language or languages of the State concerned, have adequate opportunities for instruction of their mother tongue or in their mother tongue, as well as, wherever possible and necessary, for its use before public authorities, in conformity with applicable national legislation.

In the context of the teaching of history and culture in educational establishments, they will also take account of the history and culture of national minorities.

(35) The participating States will respect the right of persons belonging to national minorities to effective participation in public affairs, including participation in the affairs relating to the protection and promotion of the identity of such minorities.

The participating States note the efforts undertaken to protect and create conditions for the promotion of the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of certain national minorities by establishing, as one of the possible means to achieve these aims, appropriate local or autonomous administrations corresponding to the specific historical and territorial circumstances of such minorities and in accordance with the policies of the State concerned.

(36) The participating States recognize the particular importance of increasing constructive co-operation among themselves on questions relating to national minorities. Such co-operation seeks to promote mutual understanding and confidence, friendly and good-neighbourly relations, international peace, security and justice.

Every participating State will promote a climate of mutual respect, understanding, co-operation and solidarity among all persons living on its territory, without distinction as to ethnic or national origin or religion, and will encourage the solution of problems through dialogue based on the principles of the rule of law.

(37) None of these commitments may be interpreted as implying any right to engage in any activity or perform any action in contravention of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, other obligations under international law or the provisions of the Final Act, including the principle of territorial integrity of States.

(38) The participating States, in their efforts to protect and promote the rights of persons belonging to national minorities, will fully respect their undertakings under existing human rights conventions and other relevant international instruments and consider adhering to the relevant conventions, if they have not yet done so, including those providing for a right of complaint by individuals.

(39) The participating States will co-operate closely in the competent international organizations to which they belong, including the United Nations and, as appropriate, the Council of Europe, bearing in mind their on-going work with respect to questions relating to national minorities.

They will consider convening a meeting of experts for a thorough discussion of the issue of national minorities.

(40) The participating States clearly and unequivocally condemn totalitarianism, racial and ethnic hatred, anti-Semitism, xenophobia and discrimination against anyone as well as persecution on religious and ideological grounds. In this context, they also recognize the particular problems of Roma (gypsies).

They declare their firm intention to intensify the efforts to combat these phenomena in all their forms and therefore will

(40.1) - take effective measures, including the adoption, in conformity with their constitutional systems and their international obligations, of such laws as may be necessary, to provide protection against any acts that constitute incitement to violence against persons or groups based on national, racial, ethnic or religious discrimination, hostility or hatred, including anti-Semitism;

(40.2) - commit themselves to take appropriate and proportionate measures to protect persons or groups who may be subject to threats or acts of discrimination, hostility or violence as a result of their racial, ethnic, cultural, linguistic or religious identity, and to protect their property;

(40.3) - take effective measures, in conformity with their constitutional systems, at the national, regional and local levels to promote understanding and tolerance, particularly in the fields of education, culture and information;

(40.4) - endeavour to ensure that the objectives of education include special attention to the problem of racial prejudice and hatred and to the development of respect for different civilizations and cultures;

(40.5) - recognize the right of the individual to effective remedies and endeavour to recognize, in conformity with national legislation, the right of interested persons and groups to initiate and support complaints against acts of discrimination, including racist and xenophobic acts;

(40.6) - consider adhering, if they have not yet done so, to the international instruments which address the problem of discrimination and ensure full compliance with the obligations therein, including those relating to the submission of periodic reports;

(40.7) - consider, also, accepting those international mechanisms which allow States and individuals to bring communications relating to discrimination before international bodies.
V

(41) The participating States reaffirm their commitment to the human dimension of the CSCE and emphasize its importance as an integral part of a balanced approach to security and co-operation in Europe. They agree that the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE and the human dimension mechanism described in the section on the human dimension of the CSCE of the Vienna Concluding Document have demonstrated their value as methods of furthering their dialogue and co-operation and assisting in the resolution of relevant specific questions. They express their conviction that these should be continued and developed as part of an expanding CSCE process.

(42) The participating States recognize the need to enhance further the effectiveness of the procedures described in paragraphs 1 to 4 of the section on the human dimension of the CSCE of the Vienna Concluding Document and with this aim decide

(42.1) - to provide in as short a time as possible, but no later than four weeks, a written response to requests for information and to representations made to them in writing by other participating States under paragraph 1;

(42.2) - that the bilateral meetings, as contained in paragraph 2, will take place as soon as possible, as a rule within three weeks of the date of the request;

(42.3) - to refrain, in the course of a bilateral meeting held under paragraph 2, from raising situations and cases not connected with the subject of the meeting, unless both sides have agreed to do so.

(43) The participating States examined practical proposals for new measures aimed at improving the implementation of the commitments relating to the human dimension of the CSCE. In this regard, they considered proposals related to the sending of observers to examine situations and specific cases, the appointment of rapporteurs to investigate and suggest appropriate solutions, the setting up of a Committee on the Human Dimension of the CSCE, greater involvement of persons, organizations and institutions in the human dimension mechanism and further bilateral and multilateral efforts to promote the resolution of relevant issues.

They decide to continue to discuss thoroughly in subsequent relevant CSCE for these and other proposals designed to strengthen the human dimension mechanism, and to consider adopting, in the context of the further development of the CSCE process, appropriate new measures. They agree that these measures should contribute to achieving further effective progress, enhance conflict prevention and confidence in the field of the human dimension of the CSCE.

APPENDIX  III.

THE LUND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Lund Recommendations was prepared by a group of experts. The High Commissioner for National Minorities (HCNM) of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) called upon the Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations, in co-operation with the Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law, to bring together a group of internationally recognized independent experts to elaborate recommendations and outline alternatives, in line with the relevant international standards. Among the several methods to achieve effective participation territorial autonomy is mentioned as a positive arrangement (see especially IIIB), especially if other, less complicated measures fail.

The result of the above initiative is 
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INTRODUCTION
 

In its Helsinki Decisions of July 1992, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) established the position of High Commissioner on National Minorities to be "an instrument of conflict prevention at the earliest possible stage". This mandate was created largely in reaction to the situation in the former Yugoslavia which some feared would be repeated elsewhere in Europe, especially among the countries in transition to democracy, and could undermine the promise of peace and prosperity as envisaged in the Charter of Paris for a New Europe adopted by the Heads of State and Government in November 1990.

On 1 January 1993, Mr. Max van der Stoel took up his duties as the first OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM). Drawing on his considerable personal experience as a former Member of Parliament, Foreign Minister of The Netherlands, Permanent Representative to the United Nations, and long-time human rights advocate, Mr. van der Stoel turned his attention to the many disputes between minorities and central authorities in Europe which had the potential, in his view, to escalate. Acting quietly through diplomatic means, the HCNM has become involved in over a dozen States, including Albania, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine. His involvement has focused primarily on those situations involving persons belonging to national/ethnic groups who constitute the numerical majority in one State but the numerical minority in another State, thus engaging the interest of governmental authorities in each State and constituting a potential source of inter-State tension if not conflict. Indeed, such tensions have defined much of European history.

In addressing the substance of tensions involving national minorities, the HCNM approaches the issues as an independent, impartial and cooperative actor. While the HCNM is not a supervisory mechanism, he employs the international standards to which each State has agreed as his principal framework of analysis and the foundation of his specific recommendations. In this relation, it is important to recall the commitments undertaken by all OSCE participating States, in particular those of the 1990 Copenhagen Document of the Conference on the Human Dimension which, in Part IV, articulates detailed standards relating to national minorities. All OSCE States are also bound by United Nations obligations relating to human rights, including minority rights, and the great majority of OSCE States are further bound by the standards of the Council of Europe.

Through the course of more than six years of intense activity, the HCNM has identified certain recurrent issues and themes which have become the subject of his attention in a number of States in which he is involved. Among these are issues of minority education and use of minority languages, in particular as matters of great importance for the maintenance and development of the identity of persons belonging to national minorities. With a view to achieving an appropriate and coherent application of relevant minority rights in the OSCE area, the HCNM requested the Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations — a non-governmental organization established in 1993 to carry out specialized activities in support of the HCNM — to bring together two groups of internationally recognized independent experts to elaborate two sets of recommendations: The Hague Recommendations regarding the Education Rights of National Minorities (1996) and the Oslo Recommendations regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities (1998). Both sets of recommendations have subsequently served as references for policy- and law-makers in a number of States. The recommendations are available (in several languages) from the Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations free of charge.

A third recurrent theme which has arisen in a number of situations in which the HCNM has been involved is that of forms of effective participation of national minorities in the governance of States. In order to gain a sense of the views and experiences of OSCE participating States on this issue and to allow States to share their experiences with each other, the HCNM and the OSCE’s Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights convened a conference of all OSCE States and relevant international organisations entitled "Governance and Participation: Integrating Diversity", which was hosted by the Swiss Confederation in Locarno from 18 to 20 October 1998. The Chairman’s Statement issued at the end of the conference summarized the themes of the meeting and noted the desirability of "concrete follow-up activities, including the further elaboration of the various concepts and mechanisms of good governance with the effective participation of minorities, leading to integration of diversity within the State." To this end, the HCNM called upon the Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations, in co-operation with the Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law, to bring together a group of internationally recognized independent experts to elaborate recommendations and outline alternatives, in line with the relevant international standards.

The result of the above initiative is The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life — named after the Swedish city in which the experts last met and completed the recommendations. Among the experts were jurists specializing in relevant international law, political scientists specializing in constitutional orders and election systems, and sociologists specializing in minority issues. Specifically, under the Chairmanship of the Director of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute, Professor Gudmundur Alfredsson, the experts were:

Professor Gudmundur Alfredsson (Icelandic), Director of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law, Lund University; Professor Vernon Bogdanor (British), Professor of Government, Oxford University; Professor Vojin Dimitrijevi_ (Yugoslavian), Director of the Belgrade Centre for Human Rights; Dr. Asbjørn Eide (Norwegian), Senior Fellow at the Norwegian Institute of Human Rights; Professor Yash Ghai (Kenyan), Sir YK Pao Professor of Public Law, University of Hong Kong; Professor Hurst Hannum (American), Professor of International Law, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University; Mr. Peter Harris (South African), Senior Executive to the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance; Dr. Hans-Joachim Heintze (German), Director of the Institut für Friedenssicherungsrecht und Humanitäres Völkerrecht, Ruhr-Universität Bochum; Professor Ruth Lapidoth (Israeli), Professor of International Law and Chairman of the Academic Committee of the Institute for European Studies, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem; Professor Rein Müllerson (Estonian), Chair of International Law, King’s College, University of London; Dr. Sarlotta Pufflerova (Slovak), Director, Foundation Citizen and Minority/Minority Rights Group; Professor Steven Ratner (American), Professor of International Law, University of Texas; Dr. Andrew Reynolds (British), Assistant Professor of Government, University of Notre Dame; Mr. Miquel Strubell (Spanish and British), Director of the Institute of Catalan Socio-Linguistics, Generalitat de Catalunya; Professor Markku Suksi (Finnish), Professor of Public Law, Åbo Akademi University; Professor Danilo Türk (Slovene), Professor of International Law, Ljubljana University; Dr. Fernand de Varennes (Canadian), Senior Lecturer in Law and Director of the Asia-Pacific Centre for Human Rights and the Prevention of Ethnic Conflict, Murdoch University; Professor Roman Wieruszewski (Polish), Director of the Poznan Human Rights Centre, Polish Academy of Sciences. 

Insofar as existing standards of minority rights are part of human rights, the starting point of the consultations among the experts was to presume compliance by States with all other human rights obligations including, in particular, freedom from discrimination. It was also presumed that the ultimate object of all human rights is the full and free development of the individual human personality in conditions of equality. Consequently, it was presumed that civil society should be open and fluid and, therefore, integrate all persons, including those belonging to national minorities. Moreover, insofar as the objective of good and democratic governance is to serve the needs and interests of the whole population, it was presumed that all governments seek to ensure the maximum opportunities for contributions from those affected by public decision-making.

The purpose of the Lund Recommendations, like The Hague and Oslo Recommendations before them, is to encourage and facilitate the adoption by States of specific measures to alleviate tensions related to national minorities and thus to serve the ultimate conflict prevention goal of the HCNM. The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life attempt to clarify in relatively straight-forward language and build upon the content of minority rights and other standards generally applicable in the situations in which the HCNM is involved. The standards have been interpreted specifically to ensure the coherence of their application in open and democratic States. The Recommendations are divided into four sub-headings which group the twenty-four recommendations into general principles, participation in decision-making, self-governance, and ways of guaranteeing such effective participation in public life. The basic conceptual division within the Lund Recommendations follows two prongs: participation in governance of the State as a whole, and self-governance over certain local or internal affairs. A wide variety of arrangements are possible and known. In several recommendations, alternatives are suggested. All recommendations are to be interpreted in accordance with the General Principles in Part I. A more detailed explanation of each recommendation is provided in an accompanying Explanatory Note wherein express reference to the relevant international standards is found.

 

 

THE LUND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE EFFECTIVE PARTICIPATION OF NATIONAL MINORITIES IN PUBLIC LIFE
 

I. GENERAL PRINCIPLES
1) Effective participation of national minorities in public life is an essential component of a peaceful and democratic society. Experience in Europe and elsewhere has shown that, in order to promote such participation, governments often need to establish specific arrangements for national minorities. These Recommendations aim to facilitate the inclusion of minorities within the State and enable minorities to maintain their own identity and characteristics, thereby promoting the good governance and integrity of the State. 

2) These Recommendations build upon fundamental principles and rules of international law, such as respect for human dignity, equal rights, and nondiscrimination, as they affect the rights of national minorities to participate in public life and to enjoy other political rights. States have a duty to respect internationally recognized human rights and the rule of law, which allow for the full development of civil society in conditions of tolerance, peace, and prosperity. 

3) When specific institutions are established to ensure the effective participation of minorities in public life, which can include the exercise of authority or responsibility by such institutions, they must respect the human rights of all those affected. 

4) Individuals identify themselves in numerous ways in addition to their identity as members of a national minority. The decision as to whether an individual is a member of a minority, the majority, or neither rests with that individual and shall not be imposed upon her or him. Moreover, no person shall suffer any disadvantage as a result of such a choice or refusal to choose. 

5) When creating institutions and procedures in accordance with these Recommendations, both substance and process are important. Governmental authorities and minorities should pursue an inclusive, transparent, and accountable process of consultation in order to maintain a climate of confidence. The State should encourage the public media to foster intercultural understanding and address the concerns of minorities. 

II. PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING

A. Arrangements at the Level of the Central Government
6) States should ensure that opportunities exist for minorities to have an effective  (emphasis by SB) voice at the level of the central government, including through special arrangements as necessary. These may include, depending upon the circumstances: 

* special representation of national minorities, for example, through a reserved number of seats in one or both chambers of parliament or in parliamentary committees; and other forms of guaranteed participation in the legislative process; 

* formal or informal understandings for allocating to members of national minorities cabinet positions, seats on the supreme or constitutional court or lower courts, and positions on nominated advisory bodies or other high-level organs; 

* mechanisms to ensure that minority interests are considered within relevant ministries, through, e.g., personnel addressing minority concerns or issuance of standing directives; and 

* special measures for minority participation in the civil service as well as the provision of public services in the language of the national minority. 

B. Elections
7) Experience in Europe and elsewhere demonstrates the importance of the electoral process for facilitating the participation of minorities in the political sphere. States shall guarantee the right of persons belonging to national minorities to take part in the conduct of public affairs, including through the rights to vote and stand for office without discrimination. 

8) The regulation of the formation and activity of political parties shall comply with the international law principle of freedom of association. This principle includes the freedom to establish political parties based on communal identities as well as those not identified exclusively with the interests of a specific community. 

9) The electoral system should facilitate minority representation and influence. 

* Where minorities are concentrated territorially, single-member districts may provide sufficient minority representation. 

* Proportional representation systems, where a political party's share in the national vote is reflected in its share of the legislative seats, may assist in the representation of minorities. 

* Some forms of preference voting, where voters rank candidates in order of choice, may facilitate minority representation and promote inter-communal cooperation. 

* Lower numerical thresholds for representation in the legislature may enhance the inclusion of national minorities in governance. 

10) The geographic boundaries of electoral districts should facilitate the equitable representation of national minorities. 

C. Arrangements at the Regional and Local Levels
11) States should adopt measures to promote participation of national minorities at the regional and local levels such as those mentioned above regarding the level of the central government (paragraphs 6-10) The structures and decision-making processes of regional and local authorities should be made transparent and accessible in order to encourage the participation of minorities. 

D. Advisory and Consultative Bodies
12) States should establish advisory or consultative bodies within appropriate institutional frameworks to serve as channels for dialogue between governmental authorities and national minorities. Such bodies might also include special purpose committees for addressing such issues as housing, land, education, language, and culture. The composition of such bodies should reflect their purpose and contribute to more effective communication and advancement of minority interests. 

13) These bodies should be able to raise issues with decisionmakers, prepare recommendations, formulate legislative and other proposals, monitor developments and provide views on proposed governmental decisions that may directly or indirectly affect minorities. Governmental authorities should consult these bodies regularly regarding minority-related legislation and administrative measures in order to contribute to the satisfaction of minority concerns and to the building of confidence. The effective functioning of these bodies will require that they have adequate resources. 

III. SELF-GOVERNANCE
14) Effective participation of minorities in public life may call for non-territorial or territorial arrangements of self-governance or a combination thereof. States should devote adequate resources to such arrangements. 

15) It is essential to the success of such arrangements that governmental authorities and minorities recognize the need for central and uniform decisions in some areas of governance together with the advantages of diversity in others. 

* Functions that are generally exercised by the central authorities include defense, foreign affairs, immigration and customs, macroeconomic policy, and monetary affairs. 

* Other functions, such as those identified below, may be managed by minorities or territorial administrations or shared with the central authorities. 

* Functions may be allocated asymmetrically to respond to different minority situations within the same State. 

16) Institutions of self-governance, whether non-territorial or territorial, must be based on democratic principles to ensure that they genuinely reflect the views of the affected population. 

A. Non-Territorial Arrangements
17) Non-territorial forms of governance are useful for the maintenance and development of the identity and culture of national minorities. 

18) The issues most susceptible to regulation by these arrangements include education, culture, use of minority language, religion, and other matters crucial to the identity and way of life of national minorities. 

* Individuals and groups have the right to choose to use their names in the minority language and obtain official recognition of their names. 

* Taking into account the responsibility of the governmental authorities to set educational standards, minority institutions can determine curricula for teaching of their minority languages, cultures, or both. 

* Minorities can determine and enjoy their own symbols and other forms of cultural expression. 

B. Territorial Arrangements
19) All democracies have arrangements for governance at different territorial levels. Experience in Europe and elsewhere shows the value of shifting certain legislative and executive functions from the central to the regional level, beyond the mere decentralization of central government administration from the capital to regional or local offices. Drawing on the principle of subsidiarity, States should favourably consider such territorial devolution of powers, including specific functions of self-government, particularly where it would improve the opportunities of minorities to exercise authority over matters affecting them. 

20) Appropriate local, regional, or autonomous administrations that correspond to the specific historical and territorial circumstances of national minorities may undertake a number of functions in order to respond more effectively to the concerns of these minorities. 

* Functions over which such administrations have successfully assumed primary or significant authority include education, culture, use of minority language, environment, local planning, natural resources, economic development, local policing functions, and housing, health, and other social services. 

* Functions shared by central and regional authorities include taxation, administration of justice, tourism, and transport. 

21) Local, regional, and autonomous authorities must respect and ensure the human rights of all persons, including the rights of any minorities within their jurisdiction. 

IV. GUARANTEES

A. Constitutional and Legal Safeguards
22) Self-governance arrangements should be established by law and generally not be subject to change in the same manner as ordinary legislation. Arrangements for promoting participation of minorities in decision-making may be determined by law or other appropriate means. 

* Arrangements adopted as constitutional provisions are normally subject to a higher threshold of legislative or popular consent for their adoption and amendment. 

* Changes to self-governance arrangements established by legislation often require approval by a qualified majority of the legislature, autonomous bodies or bodies representing national minorities, or both. 

* Periodic review of arrangements for self-governance and minority participation in decision-making can provide useful opportunities to determine whether such arrangements should be amended in the light of experience and changed circumstances. 

23) The possibility of provisional or step-by-step arrangements that allow for the testing and development of new forms of participation may be considered. These arrangements can be established through legislation or informal means with a defined time period, subject to extension, alteration, or termination depending upon the success achieved. 

B. Remedies
24) Effective participation of national minorities in public life requires established channels of consultation for the prevention of conflicts and dispute resolution, as well as the possibility of ad hoc or alternative mechanisms when necessary. Such methods include: 

* judicial resolution of conflicts, such as judicial review of legislation or administrative actions, which requires that the State possess an independent, accessible, and impartial judiciary whose decisions are respected; and 

* additional dispute resolution mechanisms, such as negotiation, fact finding, mediation, arbitration, an ombudsman for national minorities, and special commissions, which can serve as focal points and mechanisms for the resolution of grievances about governance issues. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE TO
THE LUND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE EFFECTIVE PARTICIPATION OF NATIONAL MINORITIES IN PUBLIC LIFE
 

I. GENERAL PRINCIPLES
1) Both the Charter of the United Nations (hereafter the "UN Charter") and the foundational documents of the CSCE/OSCE seek to maintain and strengthen international peace and security through the development of friendly and co-operative relations between equally sovereign States respecting human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. Indeed, history shows that failure to respect human rights, including minority rights, can undermine stability within the State and negatively affect relations between States, thus endangering international peace and security. 

Beginning with Principle VII of the decalogue of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, the OSCE participating States have emphasised the fundamental link between respecting the legitimate interests of persons belonging to national minorities and the maintenance of peace and stability. This link has been reiterated in subsequent basic documents such as the 1983 Concluding Document of Madrid (Principle 15), the 1989 Concluding Document of Vienna (Principles 18 and 19), and the 1990 Charter of Paris for a New Europe, in addition to subsequent Summit Documents, e.g. the 1992 Helsinki Document (Part IV, paragraph 24) and the 1996 Lisbon Document (Part I, Lisbon Declaration on a Common and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-First Century, paragraph 2). At the level of the United Nations, the link between protection and promotion of minority rights and maintenance of peace and stability is expressed, inter alia, in the preamble to the 1992 UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities (hereafter the "UN Declaration on Minorities"). Moreover, following adoption of the Charter of Paris for a New Europe, all OSCE participating States are committed to democratic governance. 

Full opportunities for the equal enjoyment of the human rights of persons belonging to minorities entails their effective participation in decision-making processes, especially with regard to those decisions specially affecting them. While situations vary greatly and ordinary democratic processes may be adequate to respond to the needs and aspirations of minorities, experience also shows that special measures are often required to facilitate the effective participation of minorities in decision-making. The following international standards commit States to take such action in such situations: according to paragraph 35 of the 1990 Document of the Copenhagen Meeting on the Human Dimension (hereafter the "Copenhagen Document"), OSCE participating States "will respect the right of persons belonging to national minorities to effective participation in public affairs, including participation in the affairs relating to the protection and promotion of the identity of such minorities"; according to Article 2, paragraphs 2 and 3, of the 1992 UN Declaration on Minorities, "[p]ersons belonging to minorities have the right to participate effectively in [¼ ] public life" and "the right to participate effectively in decisions on the national and, where appropriate, regional level concerning the minority to which they belong or the regions in which they live"; and, according to Article 15 of the Council of Europe’s 1994 Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (hereafter the "Framework Convention"), States Parties "shall create the conditions necessary for the effective participation of persons belonging to national minorities in cultural, social and economic life and in public affairs, in particular those affecting them." 

The creation of opportunities for effective participation takes for granted that such participation will be voluntary. Indeed, the underlying notion of social and political integration is distinguished from processes and outcomes which constitute coerced assimilation, as cautioned in Article 5 of the Framework Convention. Only through voluntary processes may the pursuit of the legitimate interests of persons belonging to minorities be a peaceful process which offers the prospect of optimal outcomes in public policy- and law-making. Such inclusive, participatory processes thus serve the objective of good governance by responding to the interests of the whole population — weaving all interests into the fabric of public life and ultimately strengthening the integrity of the State. The international standards referring to effective participation of minorities in public life underscore the fact that they do not imply any right to engage in activities contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations, OSCE or Council of Europe, including sovereign equality, territorial integrity and political independence of States (see paragraph 37 of the Copenhagen Document, Article 8(4) of the UN Declaration on Minorities, and the preamble of the Framework Convention). 

2) In the spirit of paragraph 25 of Part VI of the 1992 Helsinki Document, these recommendations build upon the relevant commitments insofar as they offer OSCE participating States "further avenues for more effective implementation of their CSCE commitments, including those related to the protection and the creation of conditions for the promotion of the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of national minorities". 

Article 1(3) of the UN Charter specifies that one of the purposes of the organisation is "To achieve international co-operation in solving international problems of an economic, social, cultural, or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion" — which is further specified in Article 55(c) as including "universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion." The Charter is based upon the intimate relationship between respect for human rights and international peace and security, and the fundamental value of human dignity is further expressed in Article 1 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the preambles of the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and the 1965 International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. Such dignity is equally inherent in all human beings and accompanied by equal and inalienable rights. 

Following from the premise of equal dignity and inalienable rights is the principle of non-discrimination as expressed in virtually all international human rights instruments, including notably Article 2 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Articles 2 and 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and Article 2 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Article 1 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination makes clear that this instrument prohibits discrimination also on the basis of "descent, or national or ethnic origin". Article 14 of the 1950 European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (hereafter the "European Convention on Human Rights") also expressly extends the principle of non-discrimination to cover grounds of "national or social origin, [or] association with a national minority", whenever the rights and freedoms guaranteed by the convention are engaged. Indeed, the constitutions of most OSCE participating States incorporate these affirmations and principles. 

Insofar as persons belonging to national minorities are entitled to the right to effective participation in public life, they are to enjoy this right without discrimination, as expressed in paragraph 31 of the Copenhagen Document, Article 4 of the Framework Convention, and Article 4(1) of the UN Declaration on Minorities. However, according to Article 4(2) of the Framework Convention, concern for equal dignity extends beyond the principle of non-discrimination towards "full and effective equality between persons belonging to a national minority and those belonging to the majority" for which States should "adopt, where necessary, adequate measures ... in all areas of ... political ... life" in respect of which "they shall take due account of the specific conditions of the persons belonging to national minorities." 

The connection made in the recommendation between respect for human rights and the development of civil society reflects the call for an "effective political democracy" which, according to the Preamble of the European Convention on Human Rights, is intimately related to justice and peace in the world. OSCE participating States have further affirmed in the Charter of Paris for a New Europe that democratic governance, including respect for human rights, is the basis for prosperity. 

3) When specific institutions are established to ensure the effective participation of national minorities in public life, this must not be at the expense of others’ rights. All human rights must be respected at all times, including by such institutions which may be delegated authority by the State. According to paragraph 33 of the Copenhagen Document, when participating States take measures necessary for the protection of the identity of persons belonging to national minorities, "Any such measures will be in conformity with the principles of equality and non-discrimination with respect to the other citizens of the participating State concerned." The Copenhagen Document further stipulates at paragraph 38 that OSCE "participating States, in their efforts to protect and promote the rights of persons belonging to national minorities, will fully respect their undertakings under existing human rights conventions and other relevant international instruments". The Framework Convention has a similar stipulation in Article 20: "In the exercise of the rights and freedoms flowing from the principles enshrined in the present framework Convention, any person belonging to a national minority shall respect the national legislation and the rights of others, in particular those of persons belonging to the majority or to other national minorities." This addresses in particular the case of "minorities within minorities", especially in the territorial context (see recommendations 16 and 21 below). This would also include respect for the human rights of women, including freedom from discrimination in relation to "the political and public life of the country" as stipulated at Article 7 of the 1979 Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women. 

4) The principle of self-identification of persons belonging to minorities is based on several fundamental commitments. Paragraph 32 of the Copenhagen Document specifies that "To belong to a national minority is a matter of a person’s individual choice and no disadvantage may arise from the exercise of such choice". Article 3(1) of the Framework Convention provides similarly that "Every person belonging to a national minority shall have the right freely to choose to be treated or not to be treated as such and no disadvantage shall result from this choice or from the exercise of the rights which are connected to that choice." Article 3(2) of the UN Declaration on Minorities includes the same prohibition against any disadvantage resulting "for any person belonging to a minority as the consequence of the exercise or non-exercise of the rights set forth in the present Declaration." 

An individual’s freedom to identify oneself as one chooses is necessary to ensure respect for individual autonomy and liberty. An individual may possess several identities that are relevant not only for private life, but also in the sphere of public life. Indeed, in open societies with increasing movements of persons and ideas, many individuals have multiple identities which are coinciding, coexisting or layered (in an hierarchical or non-hierarchical fashion), reflecting their various associations. Certainly, identities are not based solely on ethnicity, nor are they uniform within the same community; they may be held by different members in varying shades and degrees. Depending upon the specific matters at issue, different identities may be more or less salient. As a consequence, the same person might identify herself or himself in different ways for different purposes, depending upon the salience of the identification and arrangement for her or him. For example, in some States a person may choose a certain language for submission on tax forms, yet identify herself or himself differently in a local community for other purposes. 

5) In the framework of democracy, the process of decision-making is as important as the substance of decisions made. Since good governance is not only of the people but also for the people, its processes should always be inclusive of those concerned, transparent for all to see and judge, and accountable to those affected. Only such processes will inspire and maintain public confidence. Inclusive processes may comprise consultation, polling, referenda, negotiation and even the specific consent of those directly affected. Decisions resulting from such processes are likely to inspire voluntary compliance. In situations where the views of the public authorities and the affected community may differ substantially, good governance may suggest using the services of a third party to assist in finding the most satisfactory arrangement. 

In relation specifically to national minorities, paragraph 33 of the Copenhagen Document commits OSCE participating States to take measures to "protect the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of national minorities on their territory and create conditions for the promotion of that identity [...] after due consultations, including contacts with organizations or associations of such minorities". In Part VI, paragraph 26, of the Helsinki Document, OSCE participating States further committed themselves to "address national minority issues in a constructive manner, by peaceful means and through dialogue among all parties concerned on the basis of CSCE principles and commitments". In connection with "all parties concerned", paragraph 30 of the Copenhagen Document recognizes "the important role of non-governmental organizations, including political parties, trade unions, human rights organizations and religious groups, in the promotion of tolerance, cultural diversity and the resolution of questions relating to national minorities." 

Inclusive processes require conditions of tolerance. A social and political climate of mutual respect and equality needs to be assured by law and also taught as a social ethic shared by the whole population. The media have a special role in this regard. Article 6(1) of the Framework Convention provides that "the Parties shall encourage a spirit of tolerance and intercultural dialogue and take effective measures to promote mutual respect and understanding and co-operation among all persons living on their territory, irrespective of those persons’ ethnic, cultural, linguistic or religious identity, in particular in the fields of education, culture and the media." In particular, States should act to stop the public use of derogatory or pejorative names and terms and should take steps to counteract negative stereotypes. Ideally, the representatives of the affected community should participate in the choice and design of any steps taken to overcome such problems. 

II. PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING
A. Arrangements at the Level of the Central Government
6) Building upon paragraph 35 of the Copenhagen Document, paragraph 1 of Part III of the 1991 Report of the CSCE (Geneva) Meeting of Experts on National Minorities underlines that "when issues relating to the situation of national minorities are discussed within their countries, they themselves should have the effective opportunity to be involved ... [and] that [such] democratic participation of persons belonging to national minorities or their representatives in decision-making or consultative bodies constitutes an important element of effective participation in public affairs." Paragraph 24 of Part VI of the Helsinki Document committed OSCE participating States to "intensify in this context their efforts to ensure the free exercise by persons belonging to national minorities, individually or in community with others, of their human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the right to participate fully, in accordance with the democratic decision-making procedures of each State, in the political, economic, social, and cultural life of their countries including through democratic participation in decision-making and consultative bodies at the national, regional, and local level, inter alia, through political parties and associations." 

The essence of participation is involvement, both in terms of the opportunity to make substantive contributions to decision-making processes and in terms of the effect of those contributions. The notion of good governance includes the premise that simple majoritarian decision-making is not always sufficient. In terms of the structure of the State, various forms of decentralization may be appropriate to assure the maximum relevance and accountability of decision-making processes for those affected, both at the level of the State and at sub-State levels. This may be accomplished through various ways in a unitary State or in federal and confederal systems. Minority representation in decision-making bodies may be assured through reserved seats (by way of quotas, promotions or other measures), while other forms of participation include assured membership in relevant committees, with or without voting rights. Representation on executive, judicial, administrative and other bodies may be assured through similar means, whether by formal requirement or by customary practice. Special bodies may also be established to accommodate minority concerns. Meaningful opportunities to exercise all minority rights require specific steps to be taken in the public service, including ensuring "equal access to public service" as articulated in Article 5(c) of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. 

B. Elections
7) Representative government through free, fair and periodic elections is the hallmark of contemporary democracy. The fundamental objective is, in the words of Article 21(3) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, that "The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of government". This basic standard is articulated in universal and European treaties, namely Article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and Article 3 of Protocol I additional to the European Convention on Human Rights. For OSCE participating States, paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Copenhagen Document specify that, "among those elements of justice which are essential to the full expression of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all human beings", "the will of the people, freely and fairly expressed through periodic and genuine elections, is the basis of the authority and legitimacy of all government". 

While States have considerable latitude in choosing the specific manner in which to comply with these obligations, they must do so without discrimination and should aim for as much representativeness as possible. Indeed, within the context of the United Nations, the Human Rights Committee has explained in paragraph 12 of its General Comment 25 on Article 25 (57th Session 1996) that "Freedom of expression, assembly and association are essential conditions for the effective exercise of the right to vote and must be fully protected. [...] Information and materials about voting should be available in minority languages." Moreover, paragraph 5 of General Comment 25 clarifies that "The conduct of public affairs [...] is a broad concept which relates to the exercise of political power, in particular the exercise of legislative, executive and administrative powers. It covers all aspects of public administration, and the formulation and implementation of policy at international, national, regional and local levels." 

Insofar as no electoral system is neutral from the perspective of varying views and interests, States should adopt the system which would result in the most representative government in their specific situation. This is especially important for persons belonging to national minorities who might otherwise not have adequate representation. 

8) In principle, democracies should not interfere with the way in which people organize themselves politically — as long as their means are peaceful and respectful of the rights of others. Essentially, this is a matter of freedom of association, as articulated in a wide variety of international instruments including: Article 20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; Article 22 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; Article 11 of the European Convention on Human Rights; and paragraph 6 of the Copenhagen Document. Freedom of association has also been guaranteed specifically for persons belonging to national minorities under paragraph 32.6 of the Copenhagen Document and Article 7 of the Framework Convention. More specifically, paragraph 24 of Part VI of the Helsinki Document commits OSCE participating States "to ensure the free exercise by persons belonging to national minorities, individually or in community with others, of their human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the right to participate fully, [...] in the political [...] life of their countries including [...] through political parties and associations." 

While full respect for equal rights and non-discrimination will reduce or eliminate the demand and need for political parties formed on the basis of ethnic ties, in some situations such communal parties may be the only hope for effective representation of specific interests and, thus, for effective participation. Of course, parties may be formed on other bases, e.g. regional interests. Ideally, parties should be open and should cut across narrow ethnic issues; thus, mainstream parties should seek to include members of minorities to reduce the need or desire for ethnic parties. The choice of electoral system may be important in this regard. In any event, no political party or other association may incite racial hatred, which is prohibited by Article 20 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and Article 4 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. 

9) The electoral system may provide for the selection of both the legislature and other bodies and institutions, including individual officials. While single member constituencies may provide sufficient representation for minorities, depending upon how the constituencies are drawn and the concentration of minority communities, proportional representation might help guarantee such minority representation. Various forms of proportional representation are practised in OSCE participating States, including the following: "preference voting", whereby voters rank candidates in order of choice; "open list systems", whereby electors can express a preference for a candidate within a party list, as well as voting for the party; "panachage", whereby electors can vote for more than one candidate across different party lines; and "cumulation", whereby voters can cast more than one vote for a preferred candidate. Thresholds should not be so high as to hamper minority representation. 

10) In drawing the boundaries of electoral districts, the concerns and interests of national minorities should be taken into account with a view to assuring their representation in decision-making bodies. The notion of "equity" means that no one should be prejudiced by the chosen method and that all concerns and interests should be given fair consideration. Ideally, boundaries should be determined by an independent and impartial body to ensure, among other concerns, respect for minority rights. This is often accomplished in OSCE participating States by means of standing, professional electoral commissions. 

In any event, States should not alter electoral boundaries, or otherwise alter the proportions of the population in a district, for the purpose of diluting or excluding minority representation. This is expressly prohibited by Article 16 of the Framework Convention, while Article 5 of the European Charter of Local Self-Government stipulates that "Changes in local authority boundaries shall not be made without prior consultation of the local communities concerned, possibly by means of  a referendum where this is permitted by statute" (see recommendation 19 regarding territorial arrangements). 

C. Arrangements at the Regional and Local Levels
11) This Recommendation applies to all levels of government below the central authorities (e.g. provinces, departments, districts, prefectures, municipalities, cities and towns, whether units within a unitary State or constituent units of a federal State, including autonomous regions and other authorities). The consistent enjoyment of all human rights by everyone equally means that the entitlements enjoyed at the level of the central government should be enjoyed throughout the structures below. However, the criteria used to create structures at the regional and local level may be different from those used at the level of the central government. Structures may also be established asymmetrically, with variation according to differing needs and expressed desires. 

D. Advisory and Consultative Bodies
12) Paragraph 24 of Part VI of the Helsinki Document commits OSCE participating States "to ensure the free exercise by persons belonging to national minorities, individually or in community with others, of their human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the right to participate fully [...] in the political [...] life of their countries including through democratic participation in [...] consultative bodies at the national, regional, and local level". Such bodies can be standing or ad hoc, part of or attached to the legislative or executive branch or independent therefrom. Committees attached to parliamentary bodies, such as minority round tables, are known in several OSCE participating States. They can and do function at all levels of government, including self-government arrangements. In order to be effective, these bodies should be composed of minority representatives and others who can offer special expertise, provided with adequate resources, and given serious attention by decisionmakers. Aside from advice and counsel, such bodies can constitute a useful intermediary institution between decisionmakers and minority groups. They can also stimulate action at the level of government and among minority communities. Such bodies may also perform specific tasks related to the implementation of programs, e.g. in the field of education. In addition, special purpose committees may hold particular significance for certain minorities who should be represented therein. 

13) The possibilities for constructive use of such bodies vary with the situations. However, in all cases, good governance requires positive steps on the part of the authorities to engage established advisory and consultative bodies, to refer to them as needs may arise and to invite their in-put. An open and inclusive approach on the part of the authorities vis-à-vis these bodies and their members will contribute to better decisions and to greater confidence of the wider society. 

III. SELF-GOVERNANCE
14) The term "self-governance" implies a measure of control by a community over matters affecting it. The choice of the term "governance" does not necessarily imply exclusive jurisdiction. In addition, it may subsume administrative authority, management, and specified legislative and judicial jurisdiction. The State may achieve this through delegation or devolution, or, in the case of a federation, an initial division of constituent powers. Among OSCE participating States, "self-governance" arrangements are variously referred to as delegations of autonomy, self-government, and home rule. In no case is this to include any ethnic criterion for territorial arrangements. 

In paragraph 35 of the Copenhagen Document, OSCE participating States have noted "the efforts undertaken to protect and create conditions for the promotion of the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of certain national minorities by establishing, as one of the possible means to achieve these aims, appropriate local or autonomous administrations corresponding to the specific historical and territorial circumstances of such minorities and in accordance with the policies of the State concerned." Following upon this, the Report of the CSCE (Geneva) Meeting of Experts on National Minorities noted in paragraph 7 of Part IV "that positive results have been obtained by some [participating States] in an appropriate democratic manner by, inter alia:[...] local and autonomous administration, as well as autonomy on a territorial basis, including the existence of consultative, legislative and executive bodies chosen through free and periodic elections; self-administration by a national minority of aspects concerning its identity in situations where autonomy on a territorial basis does not apply; decentralized or local forms of government; [...] provision of financial and technical assistance to persons belonging to national minorities who so wish to exercise their right to establish and maintain their own educational, cultural and religious institutions, organizations and associations [...]". Of a more general nature, the Preamble to the European Charter of Local Self-Government stresses "the principles of democracy and the decentralisation of power" as a contribution to "the safeguarding and reinforcement of local self-government in the different European countries". In this last connection, the European Charter of Local Self-Government provides in Article 9 for the entitlement of adequate financial resources for the exercise of such decentralized authorities. 

15) Insofar as the State holds responsibility in certain fields affecting the whole State, it must assure their regulation through the central authorities of the State. These typically include: defense, which is essential to maintain the territorial integrity of the State; macroeconomic policy, which is important insofar as the central government serves as a sort of equalizer between economically disparate regions; and the classical affairs of diplomacy. Insofar as other fields may have important national implications, these too must be regulated at least to some degree by the central authorities. Regulation in these fields may also be shared, including with specially affected territorial units or minority groups (see recommendations 18 and 20). Such sharing of regulatory authority must nevertheless be consistent with human rights standards and be managed in a practical and coordinated manner. 

One field which is well-established as being shared on either a territorial or a non-territorial basis, or both, and holds special importance both for the State as a whole and also for minority groups, is education. Article 5.1 of the UNESCO Convention against Discrimination in Education spells out in some detail how such sharing in this field should be achieved: 

"The States Parties to this Convention agree that: [...] 

(b) It is essential to respect the liberty of parents and, where applicable, of legal guardians, firstly to choose for their children institutions other than those maintained by the public authorities but conforming to such minimum educational standards as may be laid down or approved by the competent authorities and, secondly, to ensure in a manner consistent with the procedures followed in the State for the application of its legislation, the religious and moral education of the children in conformity with their own convictions; and no person or group of persons should be compelled to receive religious instruction inconsistent with his or their conviction; 

(c) It is essential to recognize the right of members of national minorities to carry on their own educational activities, including the maintenance of schools and, depending on the educational policy of each State, the use or the teaching of their own language, provided however: (i) That this right is not exercised in a manner which prevents the members of these minorities from understanding the culture and language of the community as a whole and from participating in its activities, or which prejudices national sovereignty; (ii) That the standard of education is not lower than the general standard laid down or approved by the competent authorities; and (iii) That attendance at such schools is optional." 

16) The principle of democratic governance, as articulated in Article 21 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Article 3 of Protocol I to the European Convention on Human Rights and in OSCE standards is applicable at all levels and for all elements of governance. When institutions of self-governance are needed or desirable, the equal enjoyment by everyone of their rights requires application of the principle of democracy within these institutions. 

A. Non-Territorial Arrangements
17) This section addresses non-territorial autonomy — often referred to as "personal" or "cultural autonomy" — which is most likely to be useful when a group is geographically dispersed. Such divisions of authority, including control over specific subject-matter, may take place at the level of the State or within territorial arrangements. In all cases, respect for the human rights of others must be assured. Moreover, such arrangements should be assured adequate financial resources to enable performance of their public functions and should result from inclusive processes (see Recommendation 5). 

18) This is not an exhaustive list of possible functions. Much will depend upon the situation, including especially the needs and expressed desires of the minority. In different situations, different subjects will be of greater or lesser interest to minorities, and decisions in these fields will affect them to varying degrees. Some fields may be shared. One area of special concern for minorities is control over their own names, both for representative institutions and individual members, as provided in Article 11(1) of the Framework Convention. With regard to religion, the Recommendation does not advocate governmental interference in religious matters other than in relation to those powers (e.g. concerning personal civil status) delegated to religious authorities. This Recommendation also does not intend that minority institutions should control the media — although persons belonging to minorities should have the possibility to create and use their own media, as guaranteed by Article 9(3) of the Framework Convention. Of course, culture has many aspects extending to fields such as welfare, housing and child care; the State should take into account minority interests in governance in these fields. 

B. Territorial Arrangements
19) There is a general trend in European States towards devolution of authority and implementation of the principle of subsidiarity, such that decisions are taken as close as possible to, and by, those most directly concerned and affected. Article 4(3) of the European Charter of Local Self-Government expresses this objective as follows: "Public responsibilities shall generally be exercised, in preference, by those authorities which are closest to the citizen. Allocation of responsibility to another authority should weigh up the extent and nature of the task and requirements of efficiency and economy." Territorial self-government can help preserve the unity of States while increasing the level of participation and involvement of minorities by giving them a greater role in a level of government that reflects their population concentration. Federations may also accomplish this objective, as may particular autonomy arrangements within unitary States or federations. It is also possible to have mixed administrations. As noted in recommendation 15, arrangements need not be uniform across the State, but may vary according to needs and expressed desires. 

20) Autonomous authorities must possess real power to make decisions at the legislative, executive or judicial levels. Authority within the State may be divided among central, regional and local authorities and also among functions. Paragraph 35 of the Copenhagen Document notes the alternatives of "appropriate local or autonomous administrations corresponding to the specific historical and territorial circumstances". This makes clear that there need not be uniformity within the State. Experience shows that powers can be divided even with respect to fields of public authority traditionally exercised by central government, including devolved powers of justice (both substantive and procedural) and powers over traditional economies. At a minimum, affected populations should be systematically involved in the exercise of such authority. At the same time, the central government must retain powers to ensure justice and equality of opportunities across the State. 

21) Where powers may be devolved on a territorial basis to improve the effective participation of minorities, these powers must be exercised with due account for the minorities within these jurisdictions. Administrative and executive authorities must be accountable to the whole population of the territory. This follows from paragraph 5.2 of the Copenhagen Document which commits OSCE participating States to assure at all levels and for all persons "a form of government that is representative in character, in which the executive is accountable to the elected legislature or the electorate". 

IV. GUARANTEES
A. Constitutional and Legal Safeguards
22) This section addresses the issue of "entrenchment", that is, solidifying arrangements in law. Very detailed legal arrangements may be useful in some cases, while frameworks may be sufficient in other cases. In all cases, as noted in recommendation 5, arrangements should result from open processes. However, once concluded, stability is required in order to assure some security for those affected, especially persons belonging to national minorities. Articles 2 and 4 of the European Charter of Local Self-Government express a preference for constitutional arrangements. To achieve the desired balance between stability and flexibility, it may be useful to specify some reconsideration at fixed intervals, thereby depoliticizing the process of change in advance and making the review process less adversarial. 

23) This Recommendation differs from Recommendation 22 insofar as it encourages the testing of new and innovative regimes, rather than specifying terms for alteration of existing arrangements. Responsible authorities may wish to follow different approaches in different situations among central authorities and minority representatives. Without compromising final positions, such an approach may yield good experiences, not least through the processes of innovation and implementation. 

B. Remedies
24) In paragraph 30 of the Copenhagen Document, OSCE participating States "recognize that the questions relating to national minorities can only be satisfactorily resolved in a democratic political framework based on the rule of law, with a functioning independent judiciary." The idea of effective remedies is also provided in Article 2(3) of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, while "a judicial remedy" is specified in Article 11 of the European Charter of Local Self-Government. 

Judicial review can be performed by constitutional courts and, in effect, by relevant international human rights bodies. Non-judicial mechanisms and institutions, such as national commissions, ombudspersons, inter-ethnic or "race" relations boards, etc., may also play critical roles, as envisaged by paragraph 27 of the Copenhagen Document, Article 14(2) of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, and paragraph 36 of the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action adopted by the World Conference on Human Rights in 1993. 

At the request of the members of the Council of Europe Mr. Andreas Gross, a professional diplomat, studied the question of minority autonomies, and submitted the following report, which was approved by the Council. Unfortunately, it is only a recommendation and has no binding power, and there is no legal sanction attached if a state refuses to consider Autonomy for its minorities.
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Positive experiences of autonomous regions as a source of inspiration for conflict resolution in Europe
Resolution 1334 (2003)[1] / 24 June 2003 (19th Sitting)
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1.         The resurgence of tensions in Europe, varying in intensity and frequently the product of unresolved conflicts within states, remains a cause of concern to the Parliamentary Assembly.  Today, indeed, most political crises in Europe occur within states. 

2.         These renewed tensions are partly due to the territorial changes and the emergence of new states which followed the two world wars and the collapse of the former Communist system in the 1990s. 

3.         These tensions also reflect the inevitable development of the concept of the nation-state, which viewed national sovereignty and cultural homogeneity as essential. Nowadays, particularly in view of developments in the practice of democracy and international law, States are faced with new requirements.

4.         Most of the present conflicts can very often be traced to the dichotomy between the principle of indivisibility of states and the principle of identity, and are rooted in tensions between states and minority groups which demand the right to preserve their identities. 

5.         The vast majority of European states today include communities which have different identities.  Some of these demand their own institutions, and want special laws allowing them to express their distinctive cultures. 

6.         States must prevent tensions from developing by introducing flexible constitutional or legislative arrangements to meet their expectations.  By giving minorities powers of their own, either devolved or shared with central government, states can sometimes reconcile the principle of territorial unity and integrity with the principle of cultural diversity. 

7.         The Council of Europe, which is committed to peace and to the prevention of violence asessential to the promotion of human rights, democracy and the rule of law, believes that the positive experience of autonomous regions can be a source of inspiration in seeking ways to resolve internal political conflicts. 

8.         Many European states have already eased internal tensions, or are now in the process of doing so, by introducing various forms of territorial or cultural autonomy, embodying a wide range of principles and concrete measures which can help to resolve internal conflicts. 

9.         There is no denying that autonomy is a concept which can have negative connotations.  It can be seen as a threat to the state’s territorial integrity and a first step towards secession, but there is frequently little evidence to sustain this view.

10.       Autonomy, as applied in states respectful of the rule of law which guarantee their nationals fundamental rights and freedoms, should rather be seen as a “sub-state arrangement”, which allows a minority to exercise its rights and preserve its cultural identity, while providing certain guarantees of the state’s unity, sovereignty and territorial integrity. 

11.        The term “territorial autonomy” applies to an arrangement, usually adopted in a sovereign state, whereby the inhabitants of a certain region are given enlarged powers, reflecting their specific geographical situation, which protect and promote their cultural and religious traditions. The term “cultural autonomy” implies enabling linguistic and cultural rights to be exercised. In the majority of cases, this should go hand in hand with the application of the principle of decentralisation.

12.       The constitutions of most Council of Europe member states do not recognise the right to secede unilaterally.  However, indivisibility must not be confused with the concept of unitary state, and  indivisibility of the state is thus compatible with autonomy, regionalism and federalism. 

13.        Autonomous status may be applied to various systems of political organisation, ranging from straightforward decentralisation in unitary states to a genuine division of powers, either symmetrically or asymmetrically, in regional or federal states.

14.       In the past, autonomy was introduced in two stages, and originated in three ways, being established by regional entities when central states were founded, introduced to resolve territorial tensions, or sponsored by the international community. 

15.        Autonomy is not a panacea, and the solutions it offers are not universally relevant and applicable.  However, failures should be blamed, not on autonomy as such, but on the conditions in which it is applied.  Autonomous status must always be tailored to the geography, history and culture of the area concerned, and to the very different characteristics of specific cases and conflict zones. 

16.       With a view to relieving internal tensions, central government must react with understanding when minority groups, particularly when they are sizeable and have lived in an area for a long period of time, demand greater freedom to manage their own affairs independently.  At the same time, the granting of autonomy must never give a community the impression that local government is a matter for it alone. 

17.       Successful autonomy depends on balanced relationships within a state between majorities and minorities, but also between minorities.  Autonomous status must always respect the principles of equality and non-discrimination and be based on territorial integrity and sovereignty of states.

18.       It is of great importance that the increasing benefits autonomous entities enjoy from their rights should not undermine the internationally recognised borders of states.

19.       All interpretation, application and management of autonomy shall be subject to the authority of the State, and to the will and judgement of the national parliament and its institutions.

20.       Positive discrimination, i.e. favourable representation in the organs of central government, can often be used to involve minorities more effectively in the management of national affairs. 

21.       It is fundamental that special measures must also be taken to protect “minorities within minorities”, and ensure that the majority and other minorities do not feel threatened by the powers conferred on an autonomous entity. In these autonomous entities, the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities must also be applied, for the benefit of minorities within minorities.

22.        The Assembly calls on the governments of member states to respect the following basic principles when granting autonomous status:

i. An autonomous status, which depends by definition on co-operation and co-ordination between central government and autonomous entities, must be based on an agreement negotiated between the parties concerned. 

ii. Central government and autonomous authorities must recognise that autonomous status is part of a dynamic process and is always negotiable. 

iii. It would be appropriate for the statutes and founding principles underlying autonomous status to be included in the Constitution rather than in legislation alone, so that amendments can only be made in accordance with the Constitution. To avoid later disputes, agreements on autonomous status must explicitly define the repartition of powers between the central and autonomous authorities.

iv. Agreements on autonomous status must guarantee appropriate representation and effective participation of the autonomous authorities in decision-making and the management of public affairs.

v. Agreements on autonomous status must provide that autonomous entities are to have legislative and executive authorities, democratically elected at local level. 

vi. Agreements on autonomous status must provide for funds and/or transfers which allow autonomous authorities to exercise the extra powers conferred on them by central government. 

vii. To ensure that powers are not abused, special machinery must be established to resolve disputes between central government and the autonomous authorities. 

viii. If tensions between central government and the autonomous authorities persist, the international community should sponsor the negotiation process.

ix. Devolution of powers to autonomous entities must imperatively protect the rights of minorities living within them are ignored or suppressed.
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[1] Assembly debate on 24 June 2003 (19th Sitting) (see Doc. 9824, report of the Political Affairs Committee, rapporteur: Mr Gross and Doc. 9837, opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights, rapporteur: Mr Jurgens). Text adopted by the Assembly on 24 June 2003 (19th Sitting)

xxx

II.      Draft Recommendation [Link to the adopted text]
1.       The Assembly considers that autonomous status must always give the autonomous region concerned a legislative and an executive body democratically elected at local level.  These bodies should have appropriate powers to pass laws and enforce them in the autonomous territory, while remaining subject to the law and prerogatives of central government – as defined in the European Charter of Regional Self-Government adopted by the CLRAE. (Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe: Federalism, Regionalism, Local Autonomy and Minorities. 1996)
2.       The Assembly believes that the adoption of a European legal instrument would enable states facing internal conflicts to find constitutional or legislative solutions which would allow them to preserve the state’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, while respecting the rights of minorities.

3.       This legal instrument must stipulate that the exercise of powers devolved to autonomous entities shall comply with the provisions of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, particularly the principles of equality, non-discrimination and secularism.

4.       In this context, the proposals contained in the Helsinki Declaration (28 June 2002), which recognises the possibility of formulating basic concepts and principles applying to all systems of regional autonomy, merit the attention of the Council of Europe’s member states.

5.       The Assembly accordingly recommends that the Committee of Ministers

· prepare a European legal instrument (Article 11 of the Declaration), based on the principles laid down in the European Charter of Regional Self-Government, taking account of the member states’ experience, and also making it possible to recognise and promote the common principles of regional autonomy, with respect for the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and its principles of equality and non-discrimination.
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Resolution of ethnic conflicts in Council of Europe member states
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Reporting Committee: Political Affairs Committee

Reference to Committee: Doc. 8425, Reference 2404, 21.06.99

Draft Resolution  adopted by the Committee on 20 May 2003 with 2 abstentions

Draft Recommendation adopted by the Committee on 20 May 2003 with 1 vote against and  2 abstentions

Members of the Committee : Jakic (Chairman), Rogozin (Vice-Chairman), Feric-Vac (Vice-Chairperson), Spindelegger (Vice-Chairman), Aguiar, Aliyev, de Aristegi Ates, Atkinson,  Azzolini, Berceanu, Beres, Bianco (alternate: Malgieri), Blaauw, Blankenborg, Cekuolis, Clerfayt, Davern, Dreyfus-Schmidt, Druviete, Durrieu,  Frey, Glesener, Goulet (alternate: Loncle), Gross, Hedrich, Henry, Hörster, Hovhannisyan, Iwinski, Judd, Karpov, Kautto, Kirilov, Klich, Koçi, Kostenko, van der Linden, Lloyd, Loutfi, Magnusson, Margelov, Martinez-Casan, Medeiros Ferreira, Mercan, Mignon, Muratovic, Naudi Mora, Neguta, Nemcova, Nemeth, Oliynyk, Ouzky, Pangalos, Petrova-Mitevska, Pourgourides, Prentice, Prisacaru, de Puig, Ragnarsdottir, Ranieri (alternate: de Zulueta), Roth, Severin, Severinsen, Tabajdi, Tekelioglu, Tritz, Vakilov, Vella, Volpinari, Voog, Voulgarakis, Westerberg, Wielowieyski, Wohlwend, Wurm, Yarygina, Zacchera, Zhvania, Ziuganov.
N.B. : The names of the members who took part in the meeting are printed in italics
Secretariat of the Committee : Mr Perin, Mr Chevtchenko, Mr Dossow, Ms Entzminger, Ms Alléon.
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[1] I would like to thank the authorities and experts who gave me the benefit of their experience in the course of my research, which began in December 1999 and took me to the Åland Islands, Alto-Adige / South Tyrol, the Faeroes, Copenhagen, à Cagliari (Sardinia), the Azores and Madeira (Portugal), Madrid and Barcelona. I apologise in advance for any errors in, or omissions from, this document and would be grateful for any suggestions.

[2] Nordquist Kjell-Åke. The Second Åland Islands Question. Mariehamn 2002, Jansson Salminen (ed).

[3] “Autonomy as a Conflict-Solving Mechanism”, in Suksi Markku (ed.), Autonomy, Applications and Implications, Kluwer Law, Dordrecht, Netherlands, 1998.
[4] “Ruth Lapidoth, Autonomy: Flexible Solutions to Ethnic Conflicts, United States Institute of Peace Press, 1997.
[5]Hannum, Hurst and Lillich, R.B., The concept of autonomy in International law, 1980.

[6] Local self-government, territorial integrity and protection of minorities, Lausanne 25-27 April 1996, Proceedings of the European Commission for Democracy through Law, contribution by Asbjorn Eide, Director of the Norwegian Institute of Human Rights, Oslo.

[7] I would like to thank Elisabeth Naucler for her help in writing this chapter and for giving me the book Jansson/Salminen (ed), The Second Åland Islands Question, Autonomy or Independence?, Mariehamn, 2002.

[8] According to section 7 of the Autonomy Act, the right of domicle in the islands is granted on request to any Finnish citizen who has settled in the province, lived there continuosly for at least five years and has a sufficient command of Swedish.

[9] There is a group of German speakers in the province of Bolzano, French speakers in Valle d’Aosta, and Slovenian speakers in the eastern part of Friuli-Venezia Guiliana as well as a small group of Ladin speakers in the provinces of Bolzano and Trento.

[10] The Singhalese make up 74% of the population, the Sri Lankan Tamils 12%, the indian Tamils 5.5% and the Muslims 8%.

[11] Buddhistes 70%, Hindus 15.5 %, Muslims 7.5% and Christians 7.7%.
[12] Markku Suksi, Mechanisms of Decision-Making in the Creation of States, 1996.
[13] Opened for signature on 1 November 1995.
[14] Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe: Federalism, Regionalism, Local Autonomy and Minorities. 1996
[15]Recommendation 1201 (1993) on an additional protocol on the rights of minorities to the European Convention on Human Rights, Assembly debate on 1 February 1993. See Doc. 6742, report by the Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights, rapporteur: Mr Worms, and Doc. 6749, opinion of the Legal Affairs Committee, rapporteur: Mr de Puig.
[16]Autonomy: Flexible Solutions to Ethnic Conflicts”, United States Institute of Peace Press, 1997.
[17] See Jean-Marie Woehrling, Droits locaux comme instrument de renforcement de l’autonomie territoriale et de gestion des spécificités sociales et culturelles propres à certains territoires. CPLRE. CG/GT/CIV (5) 3
[18]Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe, Recommendation 43 (1998) on “territorial autonomy and national minorities”.

[19] CDL-AD (2003) 2, Opinion on the draft constitution of the Chechen Republic.
[20]Declaration presented at the 13th session of the Conference of European Ministers Responsible for Local and Regional Government, meeting in Helsinki on 27-28 June 2002.
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Interview with Andreas Gross, Rapporteur of the Committee on Political Affairs
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Strasbourg, 23 June 2003

Question: In your report, you say that giving national minorities autonomy can help to settle conflicts peacefully. Surely the example of Yugoslavia suggests that the drive for autonomy ultimately results in mini-states and even armed conflict? 

Andreas Gross: Genuine regional autonomy is possible only in law-governed, democratic states, and the former Yugoslavia was neither. People who wanted to work in other countries were free to travel, of course - but views which went against the official line were taboo, both in public and in politics. As a result, people had no chance to find out what living in a free society meant, and to learn from one another. That was why, in 1990, Yugoslavia revived a war which had ended officially in 1945, but had actually been "frozen". Yugoslavia's experience in the last decade by no means refutes the idea that regional self-government can help to settle conflicts peacefully. 

Question: What are the main conditions which must be fulfilled if regional self-government is to work effectively? 

Andreas Gross: In addition to democracy and the rule of law, one of the most important is what I call "designer self-government" or "asymmetric federalism". What this basically means is giving self-governing regions disproportionate weight within the state. The responsibilities of central governments and regions must be clearly regulated. That sounds simple, but it is vital. Self-governing regions must be able to participate fully in decision-making at national level. In central state parliaments, regions should have more representatives than their actual population would normally require. There must be clear machinery and clear rules for settling conflicts between self-governing regions and central states. Conflict settlement should be the responsibility of political and then legal bodies, and the regions should be represented on an almost equal footing in all of them. And, of course, regional self-government must be anchored - and guaranteed - in national constitutions. 

Question: Chechnya, Kosovo, Transnistria in Moldova, and Abkhazia and South Ossetia in Georgia are the current "hotspots" in Europe. Why have solutions like the ones you suggest failed so far - because separatists are bent on full independence or because central governments give them no autonomy? 

Andreas Gross: Every one of these conflicts has its own causes and background, and that makes comparison difficult. Nonetheless, one can say this about all of them: the separatists generally tend to overrate the benefits of full independence, as compared with regional autonomy. And all of these countries lack any real experience of democracy. They also lack institutions which are recognised, and whose authority rests on democracy and the rule of law. The result is that people trust neither themselves, their fellow-citizens nor their institutions. All of this makes it incredibly hard to settle conflicts peacefully - even partially. This lack of trust is possibly the worst legacy of totalitarian systems. 

Question: You talk about a "European legal instrument", prepared by the Council of Europe, which would help to solve these problems. What do you mean by that? 

Andreas Gross: I am basically thinking of a whole new convention. Another possibility would be to develop directives already prepared under the aegis of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities - although my ambitions may go further than those of the Congress. The Council should devise comprehensive and effective machinery to help settle the regional conflicts which play such a big part on the world political scene at present. This is an area where the Council of Europe can get involved as an international power, in the best sense of that term, and really do something to prevent violence. 

Question: Are there cases where solutions of this kind have been successful? Why did they work? 

Andreas Gross: The best examples are undoubtedly the Aland Islands, which belong to Finland, and South Tyrol in northern Italy. The model of self-government very recently worked out for the Crimea in Ukraine should also be mentioned. I have taken these examples and used them to work out 25 factors which can be used to assess the value of regional self-government in specific cases. Obviously, these three cases varied considerably in the details, but they all respected the same essential principles. 

These examples also show that self-governing regions should be neither too poor nor too rich in terms of the national economy. And international influence on the settlement of conflicts should not be excessive. All the parties involved must really want a non-violent, democratic solution. The Faeroe Islands, which Denmark has treated a bit like a luxury home for old people, are a less clear-cut example. The trouble is, the islanders want a more active, more enterprising role for themselves, which is why they have tended to focus on relations with Great Britain, which is closer geographically
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    Dilemmas of autonomy and liberal pluralism: examples involving Hungarians in Central Europe 
    Stephen Deets, Sherrill Stroschein 

http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/j.1354-5078.2005.00204.x/abs/?cookieSet=1

Liberal pluralists have argued that minority cultural communities are necessary for the liberty of minorities. On the premise that individual rights are insufficient to protect these cultural communities, they argue that ethnic and national groups should be allocated some type of collective autonomy. In this article, we critically examine this claim through a discussion of policies regarding Hungarian minorities. We show that liberal pluralist approaches (1) privilege ethnic and national identities over other types of communal identities, (2) require that ethnic and national communities be clearly bounded, but do not address how lines should be drawn, and (3) increase the power of cultural communities over their members. Policies based on liberal pluralist ideas therefore violate principles of equality and are likely to harm the autonomy of individuals. Rather than looking to liberal pluralist theories as a panacea for minority concerns, we demonstrate why we should be sceptical about this effort to move beyond minority protections based on individual rights.

Response to Stephen Deets and Sherrill Stroschein, “Dilemmas of autonomy and luberalnpluralism: examples involving Hungarians in Central Europe” in NATIONS AND NATIONALISM, Vol. 11 Issue 2 Page 285 April 2005, by Sandor Balogh, Ph. D., Prof. Emeritus.

When I was asked by Miklos Patrubany, President of World Federation of Hungarians, the world-wide organization representing Hungarians and their interests, to respond to this paper, I expected a scholarly essay written by professionals, and that may have based their faulty conclusion on some wrong information they may have received from biased sources. Consequently, I was prepared to write a scholarly response.

To my surprise and astonishment, however, the paper turned out to be a hatchet job, a pure propaganda piece that could have been written by paid Slovak or Rumanian propagandists, not two professed scholars of two respectable higher educational institutions in the State of Ohio, USA. Therefore the only scholarly response is to reveal the paper for what it is, a partisan hatchet job, and correct some of the deficiencies, include what is missing from the original paper. There is no question of the authors using biased information. The bias is built into the essence of the article.

The authors base their simplistic arguments on the alleged conflict between what they call “liberal pluralism,” that “seeks to protect both individual autonomy and the ability of minority cultural communities to exercise their notion of the public good.” (p. 286),  and “classic liberals, (who) maintain that individual rights should remain the foundation of policies.”(p. 287) In other words, liberal pluralists are FOR autonomy, and classic liberals are against The authors put this debate in the context of EU policies and the policy conflict involving Hungarian minorities in the Carpathian Basin, and conclude with a concrete recommendations: “European institutions should continue to clarify liberal principles as the basis of future minority policies, rather than risking the inconsistencies inherent in collective rights and liberal pluralism.” Period. No mitigating circumstances, no compromises, no exceptions. No autonomy!

Why would such a conclusion be a hatchet job? The Hungarian language summary of the paper states: 

The legal position of the Hungarian minority living on the other side of the border, from the American perspective, in light of political theories, completely detached from the historic facts, based on 160 interviews; the autonomy demand of Hungarians in the Rumanian, Sub Carpathian, Slovak, Austrian and Yugoslav successor states in contrast with the [majority state’s] policies; the critique of Hungary’s presumed egalitarian, liberal pluralist i.e. nationalist policy for recognizing the collective rights of nationalities but not of sects, homosexuals.

First, how can one critique a concrete policy or a concrete demand in an essay that deals with theory “completely detached from historic facts”? The conflict is obvious at first sight. The historic facts are considered only to the extent they are needed to justify the authors’ preconceived conclusion. 

I am not familiar with the publication, NATION AND NATIONALISM, but this essay could have never been published in a refereed journal. The N & N is either a new and inexperienced journal, anxious to get authors whose credentials sound OK, without setting any standard for acceptance of papers, or a propaganda paper, or perhaps a vanity publication that publishes anything for money.  

The essay, based on the title, could fall into one of these three categories: an abstract analysis of the concept of ethnic or minority autonomy, an analysis of the Hungarian minority’s situation and autonomy demand, or a case study of the Hungarian ethnic minority. The essay obviously is not a scholarly analysis of either the autonomy concept or the Hungarian minority situation, so by the method of elimination, if seems to be a case-study.

But according to the unwritten rules of scholarly literature, a case study must be placed in the proper context, both historic and conceptual. The historic context, to evaluate the validity of the autonomy claim, has to include an examination of how the ethnic group became a minority, how they have been treated by the majority, was there any legal protection provided in by- or multilateral instruments, etc. Based on an abstract analysis of political theories without considering the historical context one can only make an abstract theoretical conclusion that may or may not fit the concrete situation. Yet there is not one sentence in the paper about the historic context. 

Let us see briefly the historic facts that the authors found necessary to detach from their study. The ancestors of  today’s Hungarians lived in those territories for just over one thousand years when at Trianon they were separated from Hungary, the mother country. During the Turkish occupation some Hungarian territories were de-populated, so the Hungarian rulers had allowed, or even invited foreigners from neighboring territories to re-populate certain areas. This is how the Serbs and Rumanians came to regions that were traditionally Hungarian. The Hungarians provided Bibles and other books in their own languages, elevated their leaders to the ranks of the aristocracy, but never forced assimilation. If they did, there would have been no Slovaks and Rumanians in Hungary at the turn of the 20th Century and Upper Hungary or Transylvania today would be all Hungarian. During the second half of the nineteen Century as the result of Enlightenment and the French Revolution, with Habsburg instigation, the minority consciousness started to rise, and their intellectual and religious leaders, desiring more powerful positions, challenged the benevolent policies of the Hungarian majority when, as the result of this challenge “magyarization” started in some circles. 

This so far peaceful process came to an end with the assassination of the Austro-Hungarian crown prince by a Serb nationalist who wanted Serbia to separate from the Monarchy. The assassination of Ferdinand led to World War One.  Complicated diplomatic maneuvering, illegal secret deals, lies, and never honored promises led to the Treaty of Trianon that detached over two thirds of historic Hungary’s territory, with millions of Hungarians and others placed in minority situation. Of the new borders created at Trianon only b40% follows ethnic lines, including the natural border, the Drava river, separating Croatia from Hungary. Sicty  percent cuts through Hungarian ethnic community. As the result, of the total of 13.3 million people only 7.5 million, including the Croatians who were Slavs but not Serbs, were attached to their co-nationals, and5.8 million (about 4. million were ethnic Hungarians), that is 44% was cast into minority situation.

The end result of Trianon was a series of ethnically heterogeneous countries, and it bears repeating, in the name national self-determination. Based on data compiled  between 1960-65, of 135 nations examined Hungary ranks 35th, with 90% homogeneity rate, Rumania ranks 59th, with 75%, Czechoslovakia was 80th, with 51%, and Yugoslavia ranked 118th of the 135 countries, with only 25% of population belonging to the dominant ethnic group!

Being aware of this situation, i.e. the creation of millions of new minorities in a hostile environment, the Allied Powers included provisions in the treaties to protect these minorities from a hostile majority, but these treaties were never enforced. Dr. Benes presented in Paris on May 20th, 1919, in the name of the yet to be created Czechoslovak Government:

“The Czechoslovak Government intends to organise its State by taking as the bases of the rights of the nationalities the principles applied in the constitution of the Swiss Republic, that is to say, the Government designs to make the Czechoslovak Republic a sort of Switzerland...”

Needless to say, that Czechoslovakia never became a second Switzerland, and Slovakia’s current leadership is working hard to become a new successor or Ceausescu’s fascist Rumania. Benes had changed his tune as soon as the Peace Conference closed. In less then three decades after his pledge to create a new Switzerland  in Central Europe he has traveled from the Switzerland plan to the attempted expulsion of all minorities.

Another aspect of the historic context would be the performance of autonomies in other situations. There are several well functioning national autonomies, both in Europe, and on our continent. According to the paper’s conclusion, the autonomy enjoyed by the French speaking Canadians in Quebec is impossible, because of the many dilemmas involved with autonomy and self government. The authors condemn the Hungarians autonomy demand without saying one word about the autonomies in South Tyrol, where two large language groups, the Italian and German, share in power, or the Aaland Islands in Finland, where the Swedish language group has considerable self government, with their own flag. 

There are the several other functioning cultural or territorial autonomies in other parts of Europe. The Romansh speaking Raethian ethnic group in Switzerland, although only less than 1%  of Switzerland’s population,  has considerable language rights. Belgium was divided in 1966 into four linguistic regions, Dutch, French and German, with Brussels becoming bi-lingual district. In the three language areas each language community has autonomy over cultural affairs, local social issues and in matters of culture.  

Or take Catalonia. The Spanish Constitution of 1976 gave it autonomy. According to IGNASI GUARDANS Catalan EU Representative, the Spanish government recognized that autonomy equals democracy, that is, without Catalan autonomy, they cannot have democracy  in the country. Many were concerned about the fate of the Spanish living in Catalan territory. But the government worked out a long time plan, and the problem was solved. 

Even the Rumanian speaking majority of the Republic of Moldavia, formerly a Soviet Republic, grants territorial autonomy to their one hundred and fifty thousand Gagauzian minority who are Orthodox Christian Turks who escaped Turkey during the 19th Century, and provided in the Constitution that should Moldavia ever join Rumania, the Gagauzians will be free to secede. The Council of Europe has declared this constitutional arrangement “exemplary.” Indeed, what an example of respect for minority rights and gentlemanly behavior. Here is a case where granting autonomy demand in time prevented a bloody civil war. Characteristic of the Rumanians of Rumania, they criticized their Moldavian brethren for being over-generous to their minority, when they themselves do not give an inch to their Hungarian minority. The Rumanians view as a sort of national honor that they oppress, humiliate and even torture, use physical elimination of their minority, as the fascist Vatra Romanesca group proposed. Little wonder that when in 1993 they had a plebiscite on Moldavia about joining Greater Rumania, the referendum lost 83 to 17. The ethnic Rumanians of Moldavia preferred by better than 4 to 1 margin to remain an independent small country, rather than joining their Rumanian brethren. 

These autonomies are all discussed in my book, Autonomy and the New World Order,
 but not one is mentioned in the paper. When in their search for problems they found one problem, it often could have been resolved by reference to one or another functioning autonomy, yet the authors consistently concluded that the problem cannot be solved, thus making their final, preconceived conclusion seem inevitable.

Their bias also shows that they make it look like the very concept of autonomy is foreign to the European mentality. This is absolute nonsense. The EU explicitly recommended autonomy as a solution for minority conflicts. 

The so called Gross Report on "Positive experiences of autonomous regions as a source of inspiration for conflict resolution in Europe” was passed by the Council of Europe as Resolution 1334 (2003) / 24 June 2003 (19th Sitting). The Resolution includes these points:

5.         The vast majority of European states today include communities which have different identities.  Some of these demand their own institutions, and want special laws allowing them to express their distinctive cultures. 

6. States must prevent tensions from developing by introducing flexible constitutional or legislative arrangements to meet their expectations.  By giving minorities powers of their own, either devolved or shared with central government, states can sometimes reconcile the principle of territorial unity and integrity with the principle of cultural diversity.

7. The Council of Europe, which is committed to peace and to the prevention of violence asessential to the promotion of human rights, democracy and the rule of law, believes that the positive experience of autonomous regions can be a source of inspiration in seeking ways to resolve internal political conflicts. 

Another document is the „The Lund Recommendations” on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life.  The High Commissioner for National Minorities of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, called upon the Foundation on Inter-Ethnic Relations, in co-operation with the Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law, to bring together a group of internationally recognized independent experts to elaborate recommendations and outline alternatives, in line with the relevant international standards. The result of the above initiative is The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life — named after the Swedish city in which the experts last met and completed the recommendations. The recommendation of these experts includes territorial autonomy:

“Territorial Arrangements
19) All democracies have arrangements for governance at different territorial levels. Experience in Europe and elsewhere shows the value of shifting certain legislative and executive functions from the central to the regional level, beyond the mere decentralization of central government administration from the capital to regional or local offices. Drawing on the principle of subsidiarity, States should favourably consider such territorial devolution of powers, including specific functions of self-government, particularly where it would improve the opportunities of minorities to exercise authority over matters affecting them. 

20) Appropriate local, regional, or autonomous administrations that correspond to the specific historical and territorial circumstances of national minorities may undertake a number of functions in order to respond more effectively to the concerns of these minorities.”

One must raise the question: did the two authors do their homework before presenting “an American view” of the Hungarian autonomy demand, and hid these two major documents from their readers to come to their preconceived conclusion, or failed to do their homework and posed as scholars when they were indeed impostors, butting their nose into matters that they have no business getting into, or perhaps paid propagandists, masquerading as scholars?? ?

The authors’ intention seems to show also from the fact that they were not consistent in applying the classical liberal theory. If their concern was that autonomy, i.e. demanding “collective goods” is in conflict with the classic liberal approach to individual rights, in light of the obvious conflict between the Hungarian minority and the oppressive majority they should have urged the Rumanian, Slovak, etc governments to respect and protect the individual human and civic rights of the minority, according to the spirit of classic liberalism and create an atmosphere where the Hungarian minority’s national, cultural and linguistic identity is not threatened. But they did not dare say anything that would disturb the status quo. Even the final recommendation is only “to further clarify liberal principles,” rather demand that the majority regime provide these rights instead of the “troublesome” minority autonomy originally demanded by the oppressed minority, and that the government enforce equal treatment and protection, so there should be no need to demand collective goods.

The autonomy demand is only a compromise solution.  What the authors call “classic liberalism,” is represented by Thomas M. Franck’s phrase, “democratic governance”.
  Every individual has the right “not subject to the political process,” that is, inalienable, to be treated fairly, justly, and equally with his fellow citizens.  Franck takes the idea from Immanuel Kant’s essay, PERPETUAL PEACE, 

“where Kant concluded that democracy in governance, while not a sufficient condition, is a necessary one to the prevention of breaches of the peace. Today it is becoming increasingly part of an emerging systemic consensus that people who feel themselves the legitimators of their governments through their participation as equals in a free, fair and regular democratic consultation are mush less likely to take up arms either against other states or against their own state. In that as yet imperfect but emerging consensus self-determination is being re-defined and given a new life.”

Eric Kolodner carries the idea a step further:

Democratic governance can constitute a realistic compromise between an aggrieved people's demand for independent state and a government's unfettered oppression of that people. The international community should now apply the principles and structures... (and) ...established principles regarding internal self-determination [that is, autonomy], ... [and should]  attempt to usher in an era of global democracy and codify the emerging right to democratic governance.

Thus, autonomy is recommended only if basic democratic governance is not provided. I believe that classic liberalism would agree with that! Hannum puts it even more clearly. Still placing the emphasis on the classic liberal poition, Hannum is also against oppression of minorities and would permit border changes under certain circumstances. Summarizing his almost five hundred page long study, Hannum puts the question of autonomy in a fair perspective; first, the minority issue is handled easiest on a demand by demand basis: 

Many of the issues noted above [language, education, access to employment, ....] can best be resolved on an ad hoc basis, particularly where they involve recognized rights, such as language use or a free press. Even where it is difficult to identify a direct “right,” e.g. to adequate representation on a police force, reasonably articulated demands may be satisfied by a responsive government that wishes to avoid exacerbating ethnic or regional tension. If conflicts have not become overly violent, various forms of administrative decentralization may offer solutions to complaints of geographical or economic marginalization.

When these individual demands are not satisfied and 

... most or all of these demands are at issue, however, the question then becomes one of autonomy or less-then-sovereign self-determination. It should first be underscored that a political demand for autonomy --even without assertion of an underlying right--should be given serious consideration by any responsible government. State sovereignty does not imply retention of any particular political or economic system, and responsiveness to legitimate minority grievances is the hallmark of a government that respects the human rights of its entire population, as well as the principle of self-determination.

And what happens if the state fails to respond to legitimate demands for autonomy? According to international law expert Ved P. Nanda

 ... the international community should pay greater attention to internal aspects of self-determination [i.e. autonomy]... Whether self-determination takes the form of the creation of a state, or a confederation of states, ethnic power-sharing arrangements must be explored. ... In some situation cultural or linguistic autonomy should be considered adequate expression of self-determination. Promotion and protection of minority rights and means for redressing grievances regarding violation of human rights needs to be given greater consideration. The United Nations and regional organizations must play an active role. 

Dr. Mihaly Samu, a Professor at the Budapest Law Division of ELTE, Eotvos Lorant Tudomany Egyetem (Eotvos Lorant University) in Budapest makes an interesting point that has potentially great consequences for the entire autonomy debate in his study of minority issues:

The earlier, liberal and  socialist approaches assumed that the national minority problems must be solved with institutionalized cultural autonomy. The organizing principles of modern pluralist democracy  have passed this approach, and the ethnic minorities  wide ranging participation in public life, and the development of their  power base is emphasized (it does not narrow down to cultural autonomy...) In other words, in a pluralist democracy the emphasis is on developing the minority’s self-organization in the general public arena, their self-governing institutions and “cultural autonomy” is realized in this framework.

Professor Samu seems to suggest that conventional i.e. legalized autonomy is too narrow concept to offer satisfactory solution for the minority problems. If it is true, minority autonomy should not be the final solution. Autonomy should be an interim or transitional solution leading either to achieving a pluralistic democracy where the minority members can achieve their equal and full participation not only in forming their own institutions, using their language, and maintain their customs and traditions without any hindrance, but move freely anywhere in the country, participate in the political life and the power structure of their country without any hindrance, discrimination or danger or to secession as the only other way to realize fulfillment of these rights in a separate country, under a separate sovereign.

Thus, autonomy can be viewed as a provisional solution leading to either democracy or to secession, depending on how the dominant majorities view it. Autonomy could be compared to a hot house where one grows and nurtures delicate plants until they are strong enough to be planted outside where they can survive on their own, withstand the vicissitudes of weather, just like any other plant. Or, to use another analogy, autonomy is like protective tariff designed to protect a new industry from the much stronger foreign competition until the industry is able to compete with the foreign imports in the free market.

Therefore the proper function of autonomy is eventual integration of the minority into the general society according to the classical liberal theory and make it a “constituent nation,” like the three ethnic group are treated as constituent groups in Switzerland. To realize this, of course, a sympathetic majority population willing to share power and to move in the direction of pluralistic democracy is required. If autonomy leads to acceptance of the minority as a constituent nation, or co-national group and to democratic governance, it becomes the strongest insurance against secession. On the other hand, the “One country one nation” slogan and the accompanying closed mind in a closed society a priory dooms to failure any effort to achieve such integration. It prevents acceptance of the minority as equal and forces autonomy to become a permanent institution, or to move in the direction of secession. 

Ved P. Nanda also gives a detailed explanation as to when would secession be appropriate remedy: 

I reiterate that claims to secession must only be considered as a last resort when it is clear that ethnic groups cannot live together and it is equally clear that the group claiming secession makes a compelling case because of its perceived deprivation of human rights within the larger community. The claim that it is deprived of its right to participate in all value processes, power, wealth, and resources, respect and rectitude, enlightenment and skill, and affection and well-being should establish its right to secede. 

Many feel that the Hungarian minority’s situation in Slovakia, Rumania and Serbia has reached this status. The Hungarians for Human Rights in Romania has worked for decades to ease the situation without much success.Seeing the obstinate and uniform denial of granting individual minority rights and now refusing even to consider autonomy by all successor states that benefited from the Trianon Treaties, as if presenting a united front in preserving the status quo, many feel that only border re-adjustment, that is, separation or external autonomy can solve the problem. Among the leading Hungarian politicians historian Lajos Fur, former minister of Defense in the Antall cabinet and one time candidate for the President of the Republic position, came out in favor of border revision. But among critics of Trianon and pro minority advocates the movement is getting stronger with each abuse of minority rights and each refusal to discuss autonomy.

Thus, the authors of this paper are not helpful at all by their categorical rejection of autonomy as a solution. If a workable autonomy is not allowed, there is little likelihood that the conflict moves in the classic liberal direction, that is toward more democratic governance. The first voices for secession have been heard already, and if the international community does not listen to these voices and intervenes in support of autonomy, who could blame some Hungarian nationalist if they resort to acts of violence? So far they have exhibited a laudable self restrain, but if the constant message is rejection of individual or collective rights, some in frustration may move in direction. Not that violence would solve the problem. Nobody in his right mind would advocate it. But radicals even in civilized western countries have resorted to placing bombs in mailboxes, like some French separatists did in Canada.

One more point that the authors repeated several times: the demand for autonomy on the basis of ethnicity discriminates against other categories of people, like “religious sects or homosexuals.” First, if the authors took a little time and effort, they should have realized that the Hungarian-Rumanian conflict also involves sectarian conflict: the Rumanians are mostly Orthodox, and one way they Rumanians discriminate against Hungarians is by taking Church property and giving it to the Orthodox church. Thus, if it would make Messrs Deets and Strosschein hapy, I am sure they would be willing to change the terms of autonomy: lets have autonomy to the protestant, Catholic and Eastern Catholic churches and their members. The result would be the same, yet, I am sure, these two Gentlemen would still object to it.

Second, the Hungarian demand is not the result of some abstract goal or ideal. The demand is a commonly recognized and accepted, nay recommended (by the EU and the OSCE) as successful solution to the undeniable minority problems. This demand grew out of a given historic situation from which the authors tried to detach themselves. But I am sure neither the Hungarians, nor the followers of the liberal pluralist approach would oppose autonomy based on religious or sectarian basis, if and when it is appropriate, like the Muslims in Kosovo, the Sunnis in Iraq who make up about 35% of the population, or any other discriminated against religious minority. 

To mention autonomy based on sexual preference in this context seems ridiculous and it only seems to support the conclusion that the essay is a hatchet job, and the authors are trying to find excuses, including some ridiculous ones, to defend the status quo of the majority oppressing the minority. In the United States we have laws that effectively protect people whose sexual orientation is different. What more could territorial autonomy give them, unless it would entice them to congregate in certain regions to enjoy some public goods that autonomy would provide them. This of course would have the unwanted (or wanted?) effect of voluntary segregation and elimination of homosexuals from most straight communities. Or how would American Jews benefit from autonomy, unless they too would concentrate in certain regions, thus de-Judeize the rest of the country. Hitler probably would have approved such a plan!

In conclusion, I would like to reflect on the arrogant claim that the article represents the American perspective. I do not know any American that would agree with that perspective. In fact, it is the perspective that Mr. Funar, the fascist former mayor of Kolozsvar/Kluj would approve. An article like this, written by two American professors should be worth a small fortune to the chauvinist rulers of the successor states, and if the authors did this hatchet job free, they missed to opportunity of a life time to make their fortune.  +

Vatican on Minority Rights

In 2003 a pair of Duke University scholars, J.L. Holzgrefe and Robert Keohane, edited a collection of essays, "Humanitarian Intervention: Ethical, Legal and Political Dilemmas,"  that argues international intervention is allowed in some circumstances. This would be the case when, for example, there are massive human-rights abuses, or a threat to peace in neighboring states, due to a massive exodus of refugees fleeing persecution. However at the present time justifying such intervention requires a specific U.N. authorization for it not to run afoul of the provisions in the Charter that prohibit military aggression, Holzgrefe argues. But as recently as September 2004, the Vatican came out in favor of adding a new principle of humanitarian intervention to the U.N. Charter. This was the view expressed by Vatican Secretary of State Cardinal Angelo Sodano in an interview published Sept. 22 in the Italian newspaper La Stampa. This would go a long way to protect minorities and force recalcitrant governments to either face international intervention or respect minority rights and agree to domestic autonomy.

ROME, OCT. 2, 2004 (Zenit.org).- The Vatican is in favor of adding a new principle of humanitarian intervention to the U.N. Charter. This was the view expressed by Vatican Secretary of State Cardinal Angelo Sodano in an interview published Sept. 22 in the Italian newspaper La Stampa. 

The crises of past years in such places as Somalia, Rwanda and the Balkans have provoked debate over how to deal with humanitarian needs. A collection of essays, "Humanitarian Intervention: Ethical, Legal and Political Dilemmas," gathered some of the recent academic discussions on the topic. A pair of Duke University scholars, J.L. Holzgrefe and Robert Keohane, edited the 2003 book. 

In his essay Holzgrefe notes that the U.N. Charter prohibits intervention the domestic matters of a state. He adds, however, that some international lawyers argue that, even within the Charter, intervention is allowed in some circumstances. This would be the case when, for example, there are massive human-rights abuses, or a threat to peace in neighboring states, due to a massive exodus of refugees fleeing persecution. 

In fact, in recent years the U.N. Security Council has sanctioned humanitarian intervention based on such grounds, in Haiti, for example. Nevertheless, justifying such intervention requires a specific U.N. authorization for it not to run afoul of the provisions in the Charter that prohibit military aggression, Holzgrefe argues. 

He also points out that humanitarian intervention is not an easy matter to resolve. It involves a complex mixture of moral and legal arguments. Moreover, the empirical claims on which intervention may be based are often difficult to establish with certainty. 

Collapse of sovereignty 

Fernando Tesón, professor of law at Florida State University, in his essay argues that humanitarian intervention can be justified on the basis of the argument that state sovereignty is an instrumental and not an intrinsic value. "Tyranny and anarchy cause the moral collapse of sovereignty," he writes. 

Defending what he termed "the liberal argument" in favor of intervention, Tesón noted that the use of force to achieve humanitarian ends does lead to objections based on a rejection of war. Some people committed to human rights oppose humanitarian intervention because they consider war to be a crime, even when carried out for noble ends. 

But Tesón argued that sometimes it is morally permissible to fight and that, "occasionally, fighting is even mandatory." Justifying aggression to defend human rights can be done according to the moral principle of double effect, maintained Tesón. Thus, the harm caused by intervention may be morally excusable when such harm is not willed and the goal sought is normatively compelling. 

In the end, Tesón points out, "Rescuing others will always be onerous, but if we deny the moral duty and legal right to do so, we deny not only the centrality of justice in political affairs, but also the common humanity that binds us all." 

Changing views 

Humanitarian intervention is a departure from the realist or neoliberal theories of international politics, observed Martha Finnemore, associate professor at George Washington University. Such intervention is not normally carried out on the basis of looking after a state's economic and political interests. An example of this is the intervention by the United States in Somalia, where it had no major geopolitical interests at stake. 

In her 2003 book, "The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force," Finnemore explained that humanitarian actions by states did take place in the past. Among the cases she cites is the suppression of the slave trade in the 19th century. The British in particular used military force in order to wipe out this practice, even though the action was limited to the commercial actions, and not to the forcible eradication of slavery itself. 

Nevertheless, with ever-greater attention being placed on democracy and human rights, the number of humanitarian interventions has risen greatly in the past decade. Behind the increasing weight given to humanitarian factors are a number of factors. 

First, the notion of who is able to claim protection has changed. In the 19th century the powerful states were mainly concerned with protecting their own citizens. Today, the non-white and non-Christian populations are being given more attention, and their plight is given a greater weight. 

Second, for intervention to be accepted as legitimate it is no longer acceptable for it to be an initiative by one country. Rather, a multilateral action, normally authorized by the United Nations, is required, Finnemore contends. The end of the Cold War made it more feasible to obtain the consensus needed for multilateral operations, thus explaining the notable increase in such actions in recent years, adds Finnemore. 

Third, goals have evolved from merely overthrowing a government, to the need to install a democratic regime that will produce humane and just leaders. 

But humanitarian considerations are still only one of a number of forces operating in determining international politics. The absence of any intervention to stop the slaughter in Rwanda in 1994 "shows that humanitarian claims must compete with other interests states have as they weigh the decision to use force," Finnemore writes. 

Another factor that can complicate matters for humanitarian intervention is the requisite that it be multilateral, observes Finnemore. While it does have the advantage of sharing costs and responsibilities it also makes coordination difficult. As well, the experience of some U.N. operations in recent years shows that sharing decisions can seriously weaken the effectiveness of military actions. 

Virtue reassessed 

Some further caveats about humanitarian intervention were raised by David Kennedy, a professor at Harvard Law School. In his recent book, "The Dark Sides of Virtue: Reassessing International Humanitarianism," Kennedy notes that proponents of intervention "find it easier to take responsibility for engagements than for disengagements, and for successes than failures." Moreover, he warned that greater attention needs to be paid to the negative consequences of intervention. 

Kennedy also warns that the human-rights vocabulary and the institutional framework of human rights "are riddled with contradictions which would not stand up to logical scrutiny for a minute." 

Part of the book reflects on how the growing tendency for humanitarian interventions has changed the relationship between humanitarian activists and the military. Humanitarianism is no longer something necessarily asserted against military strategists. Instead there is a newfound cooperation. "Humanitarians have entered the world of policy-making," he notes. And with this there is a tendency toward greater pragmatism and attention to worldly factors. 

Nevertheless, this change is not accepted by all humanitarians. Some activists interpret humanitarian law in a narrow fashion, excluding any use of force. "There is apparently something scandalous about an aircraft carrier sailing off to war as the realization of international humanitarianism," comments Kennedy. 

And merging humanitarianism with military and political strategy is no easy matter, he adds. Differences remain between the broader humanitarian vision and the way military forces judge matters. For example, civilian deaths will weigh more heavily with humanitarians. The military strategist may ask how many civilian deaths can be accepted to protect a soldier. "At this point, the humanitarian is likely to pull back," being more conscious of the need to defend the norm that civilians not be killed. 

In his newspaper interview Cardinal Sodano specified that humanitarian intervention should be limited to situations where it is evident that human rights are being trampled in a nation. Deciding when and where those situations arise, is no easy matter, as the academic debate shows. 
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Europe's autonomy solutions 


The BBC's Central and South-East Europe analyst, Gabriel Partos,
examines how various forms of self-government are used to accommodate
ethnic minorities in Europe.


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Across Europe there is a huge array of mechanisms that are used to
improve the lot of ethnic minorities. 


But broadly speaking, there are three main approaches. These are: 

Territorial or regional autonomy 

Parallel institutions for minority groups 

Specific rights, together with the resources that are required to put
these rights into practice, for certain ethnic groups. 


How and where these different institutional arrangements are employed
depends on the individual circumstances of the ethnic minorities and
their homelands. 

Professor Stefan Wolff of the University of Bath says their success
often depends on local conditions and those involved in implementing
them: 

"The bottom line... is that autonomy regimes, in the end, are meant to
strengthen the effectiveness of democratic political processes," he
says. 

"And, above all, they can contribute to preventing the kind of violent
ethnic conflict that we've seen so much of over the past decade and a
half across Europe." 


Devolution 

Territorial autonomy is usually the standard practice in cases where
there is a sizeable national group living in a clearly defined national
homeland or in a compact region. 

Some of the best-known examples are Britain and Spain. 

In Britain, Scotland and Wales have benefited since the late 1990s from
a policy of devolution, giving them their elected assemblies and
governments. 

In Spain, Catalonia and the Basque country have enjoyed a considerable
degree of self-government since the Franco dictatorship ended. 

In South-East Europe, the old Yugoslavia was the best-known example of
such an ethno-federal state. 

And the decentralisation of power was taken further with the
establishment of the autonomous provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo within
one of the federal entities, Serbia. 

In Kosovo, however, the majority Albanian population have been demanding
outright independence since the late 1980s. 

So is there not a danger for states, that by granting autonomy they
might be encouraging secession? 


Granting rights 

The Chief Executive of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of
the Council of Europe, Ulrich Bohner says there could be a danger but he
is, on the whole, sceptical. 

"When you give certain rights, people will feel at ease in their
language, in their culture and then why should they leave a country
where they feel at ease?" he says. 

"Even in the case of the Basque country, or let's take Corsica in
France, if there were a referendum, it's by no means certain that people
would be in favour of independence. 

"So sometimes you have to face the reality that there are very small but
very militant groups who are trying to gain independence through
violence and that is obviously not something we would support from the
Council or Europe - no way." 

Mr Bohner believes that it was not the granting of autonomy that marked
the beginning of Kosovo's quest for independence but rather, the
revoking of that autonomy in 1989 by President Slobodan Milosevic's
Serbian administration. 


EU role 

Now that Kosovo remains under UN administration while it awaits talks on
its long-term status, a greater degree of decentralisation within Kosovo
may help allay the fears of Kosovo's Serb minority for their security
and human rights. 

"We believe that there's a solution in granting a little bit more
autonomy at the local level, and this is a programme that the Council of
Europe has been developing for Kosovo," Mr Bohner says. 

"Similar things have happened actually in Macedonia with the Ohrid
agreement that put an end to the armed conflict there." 

The prospect of membership of the European Union has, over recent years,
helped alleviate some of the problems faced by national minorities - not
least by ethnic Magyars who live in Slovakia, now an EU member, and
Romania, an accession state. 

Yet neither of these two countries has any system of territorial
autonomy. So what role can autonomy arrangements play in an expanding
Europe? 

Professor Wolff says the European Union itself has no specific minority
rights policy for its own member-states, but it has relied primarily on
non-discrimination legislation to address minority issues. 

"This, however, does not mean that autonomy as a conflict-resolution and
conflict-prevention mechanism has no place in the EU," he says. 

"It is in the end up to political leaders on the ground in specific
situations to make the most of what the EU's institutions and funds can
offer in support of autonomy arrangements, both in new member-states and
aspiring member-states." 


Incentives 

The EU is often viewed as a collection of states that are pursuing a
twin-track approach: an increasing sense of European unity is matched by
institutions designed to devolve power to the local and regional levels. 

It is a practice enshrined in the principle of subsidiarity - that
decisions should be taken at the closest possible level to the people
whose lives are affected. 

As the EU takes in more new members, perhaps the prospect of accession
may provide the incentive for some kind of deal on some of the most
serious ethno-national disputes - including the future of Kosovo. 

In the meantime, its expanding number of member-states provide a growing
range of different practices when it comes to tackling the problems
faced by ethnic minorities. 

One of the less common approaches was adopted in Hungary in the
mid-1990s - and more recently in Croatia - where minorities have their
own parallel assemblies. 

In spite of funding shortfalls, that can be a particularly useful
mechanism for an ethnic group, such as Hungary's Roma, or Gypsy,
community who do not live in just one compact region of the country. 

But it is only one possible solution among many. And it is probably safe
to assume that in the coming years there is likely to be an increasing
number of different approaches adopted across Europe.

-- 
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General

During the course of its existence, FUEN has become a respected discussion partner for governments and parliaments in many states of Europe and in European and international institutions through its consistent adherence to democracy and rights, its unwavering work for better protection for ethnic groups and its stance for peaceful dialogue.

As a pool and umbrella organisation for national minorities, it has become a large non-governmental organisation (NGO) and takes on a significant role in lobbying for national minorities in the individual states of Europe.

History
The Federal Union of European Nationalities is an independent union of the organisations of national minorities in Europe, which was established in 1949 - at the time when the Council of Europe was set up in Versailles/France. Today, the FUEN number 76 member organisations from 32 states (as of 21st May, 2004).

Organisation

The Secretary General is located in Flensburg - the political and cultural centre of the Danish minority in Germany. General Secretaries so far, have been minority representatives of the Bretons in France, of the Danes in Germany and of the Germans in Denmark. FUEN has a democratically elected committee consisting of 7 representatives of minorities in six different states. Its current President is a Rhaetian from Switzerland. The Presiding Committee comprises Vice-Presidents representing the Cornish in Great Britain, the South Tyroleans in Italy, the Croatians in Austria, the Germans in Denmark and the Sorbs and Danes in Germany. A member of the Youth of European Nationalities (YEN) and FUEN Secretary General are also present at Presiding Committee meetings - both without voting rights.

Objective

According to its statutes, the Federal Union of European Nationalities serves the ethnic groups in Europe and pursues the goal of preserving their national identity, their language, culture and the history of national minorities. This objective is pursued only by peaceful means. It decisively takes a stand against separatism and the violent moving of national borders, and works towards a neighbourly, peaceful coexistence of majority and minority in one state or region. FUEN has now been convinced since 1949 that a minority can only find a harmonious relationship with the majority population on the basis of free democratic and constitutional principles in peaceful and constructive dialogue through the negotiation of political solutions.

This is why the FUEN supports all state activities aimed at peaceful reconciliation of interests and democratic minority policy. In its work, it attempts to convince European parliaments and governments that part of the peaceful development of Europe involves taking account of the interests national minorities and ethnic groups are entitled to in preserving their original identity and helping them to preserve their traditional culture. This includes the international standards of minority protection. FUEN first presented the main principles for European minority rights in 1967 which were revised and supplemented in 1985. From 1991, FUEN developed these principles further into a draft for a convention on the basic rights of European ethnic groups, and submitted its proposals to the international endeavours of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), the UN, the Council of Europe and the European Parliament. Of course, FUEN supports all endeavours of the Council of Europe in this respect. It places great hope in the new mechanisms taking effect this year, in the European Charter on Regional and Minority Languages and in the Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, and hopes that these will be accordingly ratified by all member states of the Council of Europe and implemented in the sense the documents lay down.

Consultative status

In recognition of its efforts towards attaining protection for European minorities, the FUEN obtained consultative status to the Council of Europe in 1989 and a consultative status to the United Nations (UN) in 1995. It is also represented at OSCE (the former CSCE) conferences concerning national minorities and ethnic groups.

Members

FUEN is the umbrella association of European national minorities. Full members are representative organisations of national minorities. Organisations initially wishing to become familiar with FUEN work or ones interested only in particular fields of minority policy become associate members. As of May 2004, 50 full and 26 associated members belong to FUEN. Four state institutions support FUEN with annual grants, while a large number of scientific institutes promote FUEN materially and ideologically.

The member organisations undertake to pursue the policy principles of FUEN. They base their activities on a democratic and constitutional state, they reject violence and separatism. The FUEN's official languages are English, French, Russian and German.

FUEN activities
· An Annual Congress with a current central theme


· The Assembly of Delegates take place in connection with the congress


· Passing of statements and resolutions


· FUEN Press Releases (up to 70 times p.a.)


· Participation in meetings of non-governmental organisations (NGO), of the Council of Europe, the UN and the OSCE


· Organisation of regional activities
(annual meeting minorities without so-called »kin-state« and of Slavonic and German minorities in the FUEN)


· Organisation of or participation in symposia and other events relating to minority issues in Europe


· Visits to national minorities to ascertain their situation
(so-called 'fact-finding missions' with detailed reports and recommendations).

Finances

FUEN is financed by funds from various sources:

a) Fees from member organisations.

b) Annual contributions and project subsidies from the public sector (Switzerland, Denmark, Austria, the Autonomous Region of Trentino Southern Tyrol, the Autonomous Province of Southern Tyrol, the Federal State of Schleswig - Holstein, the Federal State of Carinthia, the Canton of Graubunden, Provinz Fryslân, the Netherlands and the Federal Republic of Germany). Project subsidies relate to individual working projects, e.g. international minority conferences, seminars, visits and consultation in minority settlement areas, publications, etc.

c) Apart from this, FUEN has been supported for some years now by aid from the non-profit-making Hermann Niermann foundation in Düsseldorf. The foundation`s new Presiding Committee and curatorium have been promoting the lingual-cultural work of national minorities of various nationalities and in various states with the knowledge and approval of local authorities.

FUEN e.V. is recognised by the inland revenue of Flensburg, tax No. 15290,/F619, of 2.3.99, as a non-profit-making society and may issue the respective certificates for donations which can be submitted to the inland revenue.
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The Project of the Plan for regulating the Transnistrian conflict and

modernizing the Republic of Moldova, proposed by The Popular Rising “An

European United Moldova “ to the governments of Rep.of Moldova,

Transnistria, U.N., U.S.A., Russia, Ukraine and to the public opinion . 

1) Basic Juridical and Political Principles 

A) The Rep.of Moldova and The Mediators have decided that in order to

assure the unity of the country, the civil peace, the democratic

development, and European integrity is necessary to regulate the

Transnistrian conflict through adopting of the new Constitution of

Rep.of Moldova due to the fact that is possible to create an united

state, independent, sovereign, based on the principles of

decentralization and regional self-management, defined in the frontiers

of Moldavian Socialist Republic since the date of 1 of January 1990. 

B) The parties consider that the achievement of mechanisms for

regulating the Transnistrian problem is possible basing on ht

collaboration with mediators, preliminary examination by the entire

nation and adopting new Constitution of United State Rep.of Moldova

during the national referendum. 

C) The juridical regulation will be done together with the political

regulation which will materialize in the Joined Declaration of European

Integration of a United Moldova.

D) In order to make the government democracy, to increase the trust

transparency of the new management’s activity to reduce the birocracy

and the maintenance costs of the central state bodies, The United

Moldova will refuse presidential institution. 

E) Russia will fulfill it’s obligations from the decision taken by

O.S.C.E., in Istanbul and Porto regarding the withdrawing the military

contingent and munitions from the territory of Rep.of Moldova. The

parties will have in charge the assuring of the fact, that procedures of

juridical and political regulation shall coincide with ending of the

actual Parliament’s mandate in February 2005, thus the Parliamentary

elections according the new Constitution take place in that period of

time.

F) In order to implementate new Constitution of The United Moldova will

be created the international guarantee mechanism with the fixed mandate.

The Warrants shall be eventually the actual mediators and other

organizations and state that will accept this noble mission.

2) Basic Constitutional Principles

In the new Constitution of The United State will be stipulated the

following basic constitutional principles:

1) The Rep. of Moldova is an independent state, democratic, sovereign, a

Parliamentary Republic by form of governing, divided in 6 regions equal

in right, based on the principle of unity of the national territory,

principles of joined edification of the state’s power, a single space of

defense, customs, and monetary currency system .The Rep. of Moldova is a

neutral state and can not adhere as a member to any military alliance

regional or global. 

2) The Military Forces of Rep. of Moldova will be reduced to the

reasonable number and will be commanded by a body in powered by the

Government of Rep. of Moldova. The limits number of the bodies shall

provide the order and security will be determinate by organic law.

3) The Constitution of Rep.of Moldova, the organic and ordinary law

adopted and confirmed with the Constitution referring to the competence

of administration, referring to the competence of law making and

administration of Rep. of Moldova and Regions, as well as other acts of

central bodies of the state’s power adopted for execution the

constitution and the central laws, have a direct action in the whole

territory of Rep. of Moldova and are obligatory for execution for all

bodies of states power, bodies of self-administration, natural and

juridical persons. 

4) The territory of Rep. of Moldova is formed from: the united national 

territory divided in 6 regions (Chisinau, Tighina, Tiraspol-Trsnistria, 

Gagauzia, Balti, Cahul-annex 1) In the limits of the national territory

all attributions of the legislative, executive, and judiciary power and

the competence of management are exercised directly, respectively by

Government, Parliament and the juridical bodies while in the cases

established by law of the regions by the bodies of the local

self-administration.

5) The Parliament by constitutions forms the regions, in the competence

of Rep. of Moldova which forms their own bodies of power legislative,

executive (Parliament, Government) and the judiciary power. The Regions

may have Constitution and their own legislation, patrimony, budget and

their own symbols, and as well as other insignia of their statute as

autonomous regions in the composition of the Rep. of Moldova.

6) The juridical constitutional statute and the borders of the regions’

territory can not be modified without their consent.

7) The state language of Rep. of Moldova is Moldavian-Romanian based on

Latin graphic. The following language will have the statute of regional,

working languages: Russian, Ukrainian, Bulgarian, and Gagauzian. By the

Constitution (Regulation) of the regions together with the Moldavian

-Romanian language, in the territory of the regions will be instituted

also other official languages. The statute of the languages in the

regions will be determinate by the local referendums. The secretary

proceeding in the territory of the regions in all bodies of state power

and bodies of local self-administration shall be done in the state

languages and regional. The right to use the mother language is saint

and the Rep. of Moldova guarantees to all its citizens, who live in its

territory, the right to preserve it, to create conditions for studying

and it’s developing and usage in administration in according The

European Charta concerning the regional and minority languages.

8) The Rep. of Moldova is the subject of the international law and the

member of international overall and regional organizations for which is

required the international juridical personality.

9) The Rep. of Moldova established international relations with other

states and international organizations and concludes treaties and

agreements. International treaties ratified by Rep. of Moldova and the

general principles of international law are priority to the legislation

of Rep. of Moldova.

10) The international treaties referring to the competence of

administration of Rep.of Moldova will be ratified ordinary law.

11) The international treaties referring to the competence of separate

administration of Rep.of Moldova and Regions will be ratified through

national organic laws. During the negotiations for concluding

international treaty, which refers to the separate administration, the

central government in order to take into considerations the opinion of

the regions, sustains the preliminary consultations with state power

bodies of the Regions and assures the participations at the negotiations

of the members of the empowered bodies of the in conformity with the

order with the order established by the national organic law. 

12) The Regions of Rep. of Moldova can be members of the international

organizations overall and regional, which require the existence of the

international juridical personality.

13) The withdrawal of the region Tiraspol-Transnistria from the

componence of Rep. of Moldova can be done only in case abolition of the

State Rep. of Moldova, based on a decision adopted during a national

referendum through the majority of votes of electors registered on the

territory of Rep. of Moldova. This referendum is called by the

Parliament with the agreement of the Constitutional Court.

14) The Constitution Moldova stipulates the competence of administration

of Rep.of Moldova as will as the competence of regional administration.

3) The exclusive competence of lawmaking of and administration of the

Rep. of Moldova

1) The national patrimony and its financial administration.

2) The activity of the central bank, the currency regulation and money

issuing.

3) The external politics, the external commerce and the international

treaties of Rep. of Moldova, the problems of war and peace.

4) The citizenship of Rep. of Moldova, the problems of emigration and

immigration.

5) The determination of the order of producing selling and buying of

weapons and munitions, producing of toxic substances, drugs and the

order of their utilization. 

6) The determination of the statute and securing the state’s borders,

air space of Rep. of Moldova, the regime of border zone.

7) The meteorology survey, map drowning, standards, norms, the measure

system and time calculation. 

8) The custom regulation.

9) The energetic system, transportation by pipers, communications. 

10) The judiciary organization, the organization and activity of the

bodies of law and national army. 

11) The penal legislation and penal procedure, amnesty and pardon. 

12) Delimitation of the property into public, national and regional.

13) The national budget, taxes, duties and other obligatory fees.

14) The main principles in education and social protection. 

15) The main principles in external economy activity of citizen and

juridical entities. 

16) The national electoral law.

4) The competence of the Region’s administration

1) The regulation of the external economical activity concerning the

objects of Region’s administration exercised by the bodies of the state

power of the regions the their own means, as well as the external

economical activity of citizens and organizations in the limits

established be the national organic laws

2) Institution of the system of bodies of the state power of the

regions.

3) Administrative legislation concerning the regulation of the activity

of the regional state bodies.

4) The problems of local self-administration, establishment and

assurance of guaranteeing right of citizens to self-administration.

5) Civil, family and dueling law making.

6) Health protection issue.

7) The organization and activity of lawyers and notary.

8) State property and its financial administration.

9) The approving and executing the budgets Region’s subjects, executing,

the exercising checking the regional budget execution.

10) Culture and arts, protection of historical monuments of great

regional 

values, physical education and sports. 

11) The problems of constructions and architecture.

12) Decorations and titles of honor of regions.

13) Problems concerning auxiliary measures of social protection given to

the citizens who live on the territory of the subjects, from their own

budgetary means. 

14) Other issues that do not fall under the competence of administration

and regulation from center.

5) Regulation of Competence of the Regions and Center

1) The regulation of relations appearing between the subject of

administration including the determination of the attribution for all

levels and branches of the public power at the pointed compartments of

administration, are realized through organic laws elaborated by the

Parliament of Rep. of Moldova.

2) Ordinary and organic laws, which stipulate the attributions of the

public power bodies of Regions concerning the subjects of

administration, for the execution which are necessary budgetary

expenses, have to contain principles which provide allowing from the

central budget off special subventions to the regional budgets and

municipal budget as well as the calculation of this separation.

3) The regulation of relations concerning the administration of the

regions including the determination of the regional state power bodies’

abilities local self- administration bodies of regions, is realized by

the laws of the regions. During the process of region administration the

state power bodies of Regions have full state power.

4) Through of the laws of Regions may be done the juridical regulation

of administration in the limits of legislative abilities of Regions,

established by Constitution, organic and ordinary laws adopted by the

Parliament of Region. 

5) In case of conflict between reval laws of regions and of Rep. of

Moldova the Constitutional Court solve the conflict of competence .The

Decisions of the Constitutional Court shall be binding for the parties ,

final and with no possibility for further attack.

6) Budgetary relations between Rep. of Moldova and Regions

a) The Budget of Rep. of Moldova is formed from taxes, fiscal accounts

and from others payments, established by the national organic laws, as

well as of others profits obtained from privatization.

b) The Budgets of Regions is formed from taxes, fiscal accounts and from

others payments, established by the regions laws, as well as of others

profits obtained from privatization, also from defalcation from taxes,

fiscal accounts, duties established by organic law.

c) The content and the limits of fiscal shares of the fiscal duties and

municipal taxes are established through organic laws

7) The Parliament of Rep. of Moldova 

1) The Supreme Legislative Body of the state power in Rep. of Moldova is

Unicameral Parliament 

2) The Parliament is formed from 111 deputies, having the mandate for 4

years in according with national organic law. 51 deputies will be

elected after the political party lists in the national territorial

zone, 61 deputies will be elected in the regional uninominal zone, in

dependence of the number of inhabitance, the electoral general rights,

as being equal, direct, secret, universal and free expressed . 

3) The Leader of the Parliament will be chosen with simple majority of

votes from the total number of the deputies. If, during of 45 days the

Leader of the Parliament will be un-chosen beginning with the date of

the Parliament elections, the Parliament elections will repeated under

supervision of Constitutional Court and organized be Government. 

4) Parliament adopts organic and ordinary laws through simple majority,

from total number of deputies. The Region will be in right to invoke the

veto onto organic and ordinary laws that are un-adequate with the

statute of region. The veto can be avoided by Parliament through

adaptation in repeated way of the respective law; by skilled majority

(2/3 from all numbers of deputies). All law should be promulgated be the

President of Parliament. 

5) Constitutional modifications can be applied only through

constitutional laws, which are adopted by the Parliament after the

agreement with Regional Counsels (Parliaments) with skilled majority

(2/3 from all numbers of deputies). Constitutional modifications are

probated through general referendum with vote of 51 plus one from

citizens in participation.

8) The Government of Rep. of Moldova

a) The Executive power in the state will be fulfilled by Central

Government.

b) The President of Government and Governmental structure are confirmed

in function by Parliament through majorities’ votes of deputies, with

recommendation of the Leader of the Parliament.

c) The functions of the leaders of the central organs of the executive

power are in according with principle of representative of the Regions.

The order of representation Regions in the central organs of the

executive power is established through organic and ordinary laws.

9) The Justice in Rep. of Moldova

1) In order to make the civil, administrative, penal justice in Rep. of

Moldova, in according with national organic law is formed The Supreme

Court of Justice, Appeal Courts, District Courts and Supreme Council of

Magistrate. Constitutional Court will be in title to perform the

constitutional justice. 

2) The Supreme Court of Justice is the supreme instance of recourse for

penal, civil, administrative files. The Supreme Court of Justice is

formed by Parliament, from proposal of Supreme Council of Magistrate.

3) Constitutional Court is formed from 9 judges, 6 will be appointed by

Regions, each judge represent the Region, the rest will be appointed by

Government, Parliament, and Supreme Council of Magistrate. The structure

of Constitutional Court is approved by Parliament. Political parties,

Syndicates, N.G.O., and the citizens of Rep. of Moldova are in right to

go to law the Constitutional Court.

4) The judges of District Courts will be appointed in according with

local law. (Regions legislation)

10) The Terms of Realization of the Settlement Bill 

1) The Common Parliament will be formed at the lasted of the 15 February

2005.

2) For preparation of the Bill of Constitution, the parties create the

Joint Constitutional Commission (J.C.C.).The Bill of Constitution which

is adopted by J.C.C. will be advanced in front of Parliament of Rep. of

Moldova to vote by 2/3 from number of deputies. In case, if the Bill of

Constitution will be adopted, the Bill of Constitution must be

publicized in the official mass-media at the lasted of the 31 Mart 2004.

3) If will be impossible to adopt the Bill of Constitution by J.C.C.,

the Chisinau Parliament in the urgent regime will adopted in the time of

2 months the Bill of Constitution which is co-ordinate with mediators.

The new Bill will be publicized for proposals and debates. 

4) The Referendum of population in the problem regarding the adaptation

of Constitution is unfolded till 31 November 2004. The Leaders of Rep.

of Moldova and Trasnistria assume the duties and guarantees to create

all necessary conditions in order to make the Referendum in the

territorial limits of Rep. of Moldova that are recognized on

international level, in according with democratic standards of the

European Council and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in

Europe.

5) The Constitution is considered adopted; if during the voting was

present 50 plus one from electors which was registered and if

Constitution was adopted in majority by inhabitants of Rep. of Moldova

with publication in Official Monitor of Rep. of Moldova.

6) In case of un-adoption of the Constitution through referendum, the

Parties assume the obligation to continue the preparation and to advance

the new Bill of Constitution of Rep. of Moldova in the time of 3 months.

If elaboration of the new Constitution during the mandate of the actual

Parliament will be un-respected, this aim will be continued by next

Parliament, in conditions of the actual Constitution.

11) Post-confliction regulation

In order to realize in adequate way the result of Referendum and

implementation of the new Constitution of Rep. of Moldova is instituted

the next system of guarantees: 

1) Is formed a Multinational Military Levy (M.M.L.) with length by 1

year, under the control of U.N., O.S.C.E. and The Guarantees will

reflect the pass from conflict state to post conflict state, will

monitories the disarmament of Transnistrian Military Formations, with

passing under the subordination of Min.Of Defense and Min. of Inside

Affairs of Rep. of Moldova reintegrated. 

2) Is instituted the International Committee of Guarantee (I.C.G.),

formed from 7 guarantees – E.U., U.S.A., Russia, Romania, Ukraine, U.N.,

O.S.C.E., during the 4 years till the next Parliament elections.

3) The term of activity of the I.C.G is in dependence of the moment of

adaptation of the new Constitution through referendum. The Warrants (as

overseers) will monitories implementation of the new Constitution in the

concrete term will solve the conflicts of competence between the Regions

and Rep. of Moldova, will monitories the activity of the Multinational

Military Levy.

4) Having the goal to avoid actual humanitarian and economical

catastrophe with which the population from both shores of Nistru River

is confronted will elaborated the plan of development of national

economy of Rep. of Moldova with annulations of principle financier

duties of Rep. of Moldova in front of main creditors.

Annex 1.

The Regions of Rep. of Moldova

The Chisinau region

Mun.Chisinau

Raioanele: Basarabeasca; Calarasi; Cimislia; Criuleni; Hincesti;

Ialoveni; 

Nisporeni

Orhei; Rezina; Straseni;

The Balti region

Mun.Balti

Raioanele : 

Briceni;Donduseni;Drochia;Edinet;Falesti;Floresti;Glodeni;Ocnita;Risnaci;

Singerei; Soroca; Soldanesti; Telenesti; Ungheni;

The Tighina-Bender region

Mun. Tighina-Bender

Raioanele: Anenii-Noi; Cainari; Causeni; Stefan-Voda;

The Tiraspol- Trasnistria region

Mun.Tiraspol

Raioanele: Dubasari; Grigoropol; Ribnita; Slobozia; Camenca;

The Cahul region

Mun.Cahul

Raioanele: Cantemir; Leova; Taraclia; Vulcanesti;

The Gagauzia region (actual territorial composition)

------------------

Chisinau, December, 2003

Roman MihÇieº,

Coordinator of the Popular Rising ”An European United Moldova” 

Phone: 238316; mobile phone: -069124477 e-m

Altough Rumania, Szlovakia and Yugoslavia are not listed, he Chart shows that minor5ity issues are a world wide problem, and the UN should take action (Sandor Balogh)

	Recent Intrastate Conflicts
(source: Federation of American Scientists)

	State
	Type of Dispute
	Form of Gov't. 

	Afghanistan 
	Ethnic/religious 
	dictatorship 

	Algeria 
	Religious 
	mixed* 

	Angola 
	Ideological 
	mixed 

	Burma 
	Ethnic 
	mixed 

	Burundi 
	Ethnic 
	mixed 

	Colombia 
	Ideological 
	democracy 

	Congo (Congo-Brazzaville) 
	Ethnic 
	mixed 

	Congo (Zaire) 
	Ethnic/ideological 
	mixed 

	Georgia 
	Ethnic 
	democracy 

	India 
	Ethnic/religious 
	democracy 

	India 
	Ideological 
	democracy 

	Indonesia 
	Religious 
	mixed 

	Indonesia 
	Ethnic/ideological 
	mixed 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Mexico 
	Ethnic 
	democracy 

	Namibia 
	Ethnic 
	democracy 

	Nigeria 
	Ethnic 
	mixed 

	Peru 
	Ideological 
	democracy 

	Philippines 
	Religious/ethnic 
	democracy 

	Russia 
	Ethnic/religious 
	democracy 

	Rwanda 
	Ethnic 
	mixed 

	Sierra Leone 
	Misc./ethnic 
	mixed 

	Solomon Islands 
	Ethnic 
	constitutional monarchy 

	Spain 
	Ethnic 
	democracy 

	Sri Lanka 
	Ethnic/religious 
	mixed 

	Sudan 
	Ethnic/religious 
	mixed 

	Turkey 
	Ethnic 
	democracy 

	Yugoslavia 
	Ethnic/religious 
	mixed 


.

Common Good Seen as a Key Part of Ties Among Authorities
Holy See Addresses a Conference of European Officials 

BUDAPEST, Hungary, MARCH 1, 2005 (Zenit.org).- Service to the individual's dignity and rights as well as to the common good must be the fundamental criterion of relations among local, regional and central powers, says the Holy See. 

Archbishop Juliusz Janusz, papal nuncio in Hungary, expressed this conviction when addressing the Conference of European Ministers responsible for local and regional powers -- in the realm of the activities of the Council of Europe -- held here Thursday and Friday. 

"Any implementation of regional autonomy needs to take into account the common good, namely, the good of all people and of the whole person," said the prelate, who led the Vatican's delegation. 

"The reason that public administration exists, not only on a national but also on a local and regional level, is to serve the human being at every level of a state in order to build a more free and responsible society," he added in his address in English, published today by the Holy See. 

"Good local and regional governance is indeed the 'conditio sine qua non' for local and regional authorities to faithfully keep to their mission of serving the common good of the communities," the archbishop explained. 

To be good, local and regional governance "requires a democratic form of government" which promotes "the participation in public life of all the people living in the community, without neglecting the stranger among them," he said. 

Archbishop Janusz added: "Adequate information is ... among the principal instruments of democratic participation." 

Applying the tenets of the Church's social doctrine, the nuncio explained that "good governance at a local and regional level implies respect for the principle of subsidiarity." 

According to this principle, a "community of a higher instance should not interfere in the internal life of a community of a lower one, depriving the latter of its functions, but rather should support it in case of need and help to coordinate its activity with the activities of the rest of society, always with a view to the common good," the archbishop said. 

"The needs of the community are best understood and satisfied by people who are close to them and who act as neighbors to those in need," he emphasized. 

"However," he added, "subsidiarity does not exclude the necessity of solidarity of local and regional authorities among themselves and with the central authorities, always in order to contribute effectively to the common good. 

"Local and regional autonomy should not be viewed simply as a political, economic and cultural option, but should be seen in a context of solidarity, without overlooking the broader interests and the possible needs of less influential sectors of the society." 

Archbishop Janusz explained that good government is that "in which the political authorities do not forget or underestimate the moral dimension of political representation," which implies sharing "fully in the destiny of the people" and "seeking solutions to social problems." 

To achieve this, individuals are needed who "are able to accept the common good and not prestige or the gaining of personal advantages as the true goal of their work." 

"Indeed," the prelate added, "political corruption causes a growing distrust with respect to public institutions, bringing about a progressive disaffection in the citizens in regard to politics and its representatives, with a resulting weakening of institutions." 
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I.

The Right for Self-Determination and the
Hungarian National Policies

1. Lack of Rational Basis and Dictatorial Nature of the So-Called Post-World War Peace Treaties

1. The Trianon Peace Treaties, imposed by the Great Powers and serving the selfish interests of the Successor States, were the tragedy of contemporary Hungarian history. The XXth Century was the cruelest century in human history. Evil triumphed and satanic inhumanities were imposed on European people and countries. Even among these, the dismemberment of Hungary after the First and Second World War and the ensuing genocide are most noteworthy. According to Gyula Illyés this genocide was comparable in every way to the destruction of the Armenians but international public opinion paid no attention to it.

Among the so-called peace treaties the Trianon treaty demonstrated a dictatorial character more obviously than any other. In contrast to the loudly proclaimed Wilsonian principles of self-determination, Trianon opened the door to the selfish, conquering and felonious aspirations of the politicians of the Successor States and to oppressions of other nationalities. Even in its format Trianon did not correspond to the requirements of a decent peace treaty since it was not based on an input from all interested parties but represented only the unilateral decisions of the victorious powers. This is shown by the fact that these powers were unwilling to consider any submission presented by the defeated nations and their recommendations were rejected without discussion. This assessment is strongly supported by contemporary comments made by a number of outstanding politicians.

The lack of proper foundation for the post-World War I peace treaties is well documented by the following statement, “All the documents presented to us during the peace negotiations by some of our allies were lies and fabrications. We made our decisions on the basis of phony data”, wrote Lloyd George in 1928. “This accusation was never proven wrong.”[1]
The self criticism of some of the Western politicians may have given some solace to the humiliated nations suffering from the dictatorial peace treaties, but even these politicians refused to endorse effective changes. Their pangs of conscience may have contributed to their agreeing to some of the territorial adjustments after 1938. After the end of World War II, even these acceptable and just territorial adjustments were rescinded and free reign was given to unprincipled, cruel decisions reached in order to satisfy the vengefulness of the victors. The decisions were made as punishment on the basis of collective responsibility and with all the inhuman results ensuing there from. The dictatorial statements after World War I, still claimed rational basis, the right of self-determination of peoples and nations. After World War II, even international legal principles were abandoned. The vengefulness and arrogance of the victors were demonstrated and instead of the basic principles of human rights, the collective guilt of nations was the operating philosophy.

Concerning the nature of the post-World War decisions the assessment of Francois Mitterand, President of the French Republic, is of interest, “All the peace treaties, but particularly the ones after World War I, starting with Versailles, but also including the ones after World War II, were unjust treaties (author’s emphasis), which satisfied the victors’ vainglory, striving for power and selfish interests, ignoring in every instance the historic, geographic, spiritual and ethnic realities. The tragedy of every war was drafted in every case by the peace treaties of the last war.”[2]
The injustice of Trianon and of the post-World War II peace treaties and their dictatorial character are disputed today only by the official and nationalistic pronouncements of the neighboring countries, which regard them as historic justice and justify them by falsifying history and by misleading international public opinion. In justifying the unjust treaties, they claim, even to this day, that Hungary was responsible for starting World War I, and that by being the “last satellite” was one of the guilty nations of World War II.

2. It can be established in a wider historical context that the Versailles treaties caused severe harm in three particular areas: 1) They triggered World War II, and thus caused immense damage to all of humanity. 2) They had a very bad effect on Central Europe, and not only on the defeated countries, by forceful interventions which disrupted the organic development of communities and nations by violently separating units belonging to the same cultural and economic community. The unjust decisions caused forceful assimilation, ethnocide and a complete falsification of history. They also made the development of good neighborly relations impossible and created existential insecurity for millions of people, expropriation, population transplants, impossible social conditions (poverty), and cultural deterioration. 3) In addition to the spiritual distortion and inhumanity of the victors, the Versailles edicts caused an internal crisis (hysteria) among the vanquished, particularly in Germany, and paralyzed Hungary, disrupting a thousand-year-old country.

The Edicts reversed the principles announced by Wilson. The tenth point of Wilson’s celebrated 14 points stated, “The people of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations we wish to assure, must be given every opportunity for autonomous development.” Concerning the Wilsonian right to self-determination the American Secretary of State declared, “This sentence is simply loaded with dynamite. It raises hopes that will never be met.”[3] 

At the end, in anticipation of problems and to eliminate contradictions relative to the enactment of the right to self-determination, a system for the international protection of minorities was developed. This system proved totally ineffective, the complaints were not addressed and the Successor States violated the agreements without any consequences whatsoever. These violations appeared in a variety of forms and the most significant ones were: expulsion of the intellectuals, loss of positions, expropriation of property through agrarian reform and dislocation of industry, favored treatment of the new ruling classes and closure of minority schools, theaters and other cultural establishments.

The Successor States violated the obligations they accepted at the Peace Conference and refused to honor the rights of the minorities, building an oppressive system modeled on the French National State. The French government asserts that, “Rights and obligations pertain exclusively to individuals and that every reference to collective rights for minorities should be eliminated.” Its hypocritical arguments claim that France is opposed to all such distinctions, because it leads to discrimination and that for this reason France insists on the principle of one nation, one language and one government. In other words it wishes to have an ethnocracy as a national state.

Following the example of the French national state, Hungary’s neighbors pursued an ethnocratic practice after World War II, denying collective minority rights, the right to self-determination and continuing a policy of forceful assimilation. The ideological base for this practice was the constitutional assumption that Romania belonged to the Romanians, even though after Trianon 30% of Romania’s population were other than Romanian. The same idea prevailed in Czechoslovakia. In contrast, Hungarian policy and general philosophy never claimed that Hungary belonged exclusively to the Hungarians. It is typical in this regard that after World War II, the Czechoslovak politicians proclaimed the Kosice (Kassa) Government Plan for a Czech and Slovak National State free of Germans and Hungarians. This program was endorsed and implemented in the Benes Decrees and neither the program nor the decrees have been rescinded to this day. Raising the questionable legality of the unjustly detached areas inhabited by Hungarians triggered a furious response and the concerned politicians refused to engage in any peaceful discussion. The psychological implications of such lies are well illustrated by Dostoievsky when he says, “It is difficult for man not to lie to himself and then to deny himself the privilege of believing his own lies.”

The declaration that the unjust decisions were just was so deeply engraved into both the intellectuals and the simple people in the Successor States that telling the truth has been classified as treason. This is further fostered in public education and through the mass media by continuous brain washing. This then resulted in spiritual terror and in holding the minorities up as scapegoats.

2. Is there any hope that the ethnocratic practice will be discontinued?

1, In reference to the oppression of the minorities in an ethnocratic system the question must be raised whether their future is truly hopeless or whether there is some hope for the change of this inhuman situation? Can a change or a gradual evolution come in this condition, not only in the Central European countries but also in other areas and other continents? The bad peace treaties have caused much emotional trauma, despair and even genocide. 

In connection with these historic injustices, which affect whole countries, it is a burning question: can they be remedied? Can the unjust international decisions be corrected? Can political, governmental or legal action be brought to bear, from a distance, to rectify what is not morally acceptable? 

The answer appears to be that these injustices will be remedied only if we assume that there will be an international-democratic evolution. We must start from the assumption that the political elite implementing the ethnocracy shows no sign that it is willing by itself to readjust the offensive situation or to cooperate in a reexamination of the unjust decisions and in the study and prevention of the expectable tensions. This elite will not consider any territorial revision, and will not even accept the demands of the minorities for some degree of autonomy. This same elite denies collective human rights, opposes any form of plebiscite and, even today, uses domestic political means to change the ethnic composition of the country in favor of the ruling nationality. It is the elite’s desire to assimilate the minorities and thus in essence eliminate them. In order to accomplish this, a variety of ideological-educational propaganda tools are employed, which include lies, fraud and a sanctimonious appeal to national sensitivities.

Concerning this, it can be stated that this will remain the principal political line until democratic international evolution condemns it, rejects it and demands the principle of the right to self-determination. To accomplish this, a new paradigm of international politics will be required. The basis for this would be that the opposition of the politicians in the ethnocratic states be overcome by an international forum for the righting of injustices. An appropriate decision by the UN or by the Security Council and a thorough investigation by the international powers would be required. The attention of the Great Powers would have to be directed to the consequences of the peace treaties following both World Wars, the damage done to the various nations and to their minorities. An analysis of the changes in the statistical data, a review of the census figures, the changes in the composition of the population, the status of education in native languages and the opportunities to use native languages would give ample opportunities for such international action.

Whether the negative effects of the peace treaties will be remedied is evidently dependent on the Great Powers giving up the principle of the sanctity of the status quo. Such a change could be greatly facilitated by the policies of some of the smaller countries and their willingness to be politically active in such an endeavor. Private diplomacy and the activity of the non-affiliated nations)could be very helpful in overcoming the effects of the status quo philosophy and could prevent significant tensions.

In this context consideration could be given to urging a ruling by the International Court of Justice, with insistence on compliance with the decision would be mandatory rather than optional. This would be particularly important in the Central-European area. 

It must be emphasized that any remedy for the deleterious effects of the peace treaties is possible only if a new international political direction were to take place and find practical implementation. The starting point for such a step would be the abandonment of the convenient and comfortable principle of the status quo, the decision of the great powers to correct injustices, the cooperation of the right-minded smaller countries and the active involvement of personal diplomacy.

3. Can there be International Justice?

It is apparent that the most recent accomplishment of international democracy was the fall of the Fascist and Communist dictatorships during the last quarter of the XXth Century. These changes from dictatorships to democracy brought with them accountability and the crimes committed by the leaders of the dictatorships were punished and compensations were awarded for the damages inflicted. This then raises the issue of the justifiable demands for remedies of past international injustices. It would imply that the compensatory mechanisms applied to the transition from dictatorship to democracy had to be elevated to an international level. It would have to take the form of great diplomatic activity and strict attention to and implementation of the principles and tools of international law.

The question whether the injustices of the international political decisions and the illegalities ensuing there from can be corrected is a very difficult one. Are there effective means for the implementation of a desirable change? It seems likely that this can be accomplished only if the international power politics undergo a significant change and are filled with a democratic-humanistic content. In this framework international law may become operative since, in principle, international law has basic principles and mechanisms for the correction of certain injuries, for the resolutions of certain legal disputes and, principally, for the safeguarding of autonomy. These can be achieved on the basis of collective human rights assured by plebiscites and the peaceful adjustments of national boundaries on the foundation of rulings by the International Court of Justice.

Employing and respecting these legal remedies requires that maintenance of the status quo is eliminated from international thinking. Further, there must be a conviction that only the appropriate application of international legal principles can prevent frictions between countries and assure a peaceful international coexistence. Thus, in some instances the solution might be autonomy, in others the recognition of a minority or of a nationality as an independent country and in others the peaceful readjustment of national boundaries.

The most trying problem, the readjustment of international boundaries, opposed primarily on the ground of preserving the status quo, has been recognized in international agreements, namely the Helsinki Agreement of August 1, 1975. This agreement specifies the principles guiding the relationships between the participating countries as follows, “It is assumed that in conformance with international law the national boundaries can be adjusted by peaceful means and by mutual consent.”[4]
It has to be assumed that the principles of international law are a function of the power structures and cannot act independently. It is the power of the stronger nation or a resolution by the UN that is required for the remedy of injuries or for the resolution of legal disputes. The principles of international law can be implemented only if there is a change in world political perspectives and demands. There has to be a change in the direction of humanistic-democratic international coexistence so that world politics condemn the policies of ethnocratic rule and demand the implementation of the principles of the right to self-determination.

The base for international law can be expanded by such a change in international politics. There is some evidence for this in the trend that recognizes the right of communities and not just individuals, for autonomy and national identity founded on international law.[5]
It must be emphasized that International Justice and the Rule of Law will be based on decisions according to international law, provided that there is a change in the orientation of world politics. Thus, in the future, instead of the protection of the status quo, just regulations and the correction of injustices by legal means may be expected.

4. The Linkage of World Politics and National Politics

1. It seems evident that a change in the trend of world politics, the abandonment of the defense of the status quo, may lead to a just arrangement and to a decrease in the likely tensions, on the basis of accurate information, at least in principle. Such foundations might be promoted by governmental, diplomatic and individual activities accurately depicting the conditions in the various countries. What is needed is a national policy specific to each country. It is also evident that relative to international connections there are legal avenues that must be exploited since otherwise the national policy would lack a proper base and doomed to failure. Thus the Trianon decision and its harmful effects on the Hungarians require the development of a carefully considered political reaction and a clearly defined trend in national politics. 

In this context there are three trends in the thinking of the public and in the policies of the government: the acceptance of the Trianon decision and the recognition of its immutability, secondly the reestablishment of the original, pre-Trianon conditions and thirdly the implementation of the ethnical-historical demands and the assurance of minority autonomy or, in the absence of the latter, a readjustment of national boundaries. These three approaches and trends are manifested with varying emphasis in governmental policies, in public opinion and in personal diplomacy.

2. After World War II, and under Soviet influence, the trend prevailed that it was improper to be concerned with the readjustment of the borders or with the oppressive policies practiced in the successor sates, because this would be offensive to the sensitivities of these countries and would be harmful to the oppressed minorities. This was the so-called internationalist argument. This led to the unfettered and forceful assimilation of the Hungarian, German, Polish, Estonian and other minorities in the various ethnocratic-Socialist countries. It was aggravated by the Western foreign policy view according to which minority problems were internal affairs, resulting in the abandonment of the minority-protective system put in place after World War I.

When the dictatorships collapsed at the end of the XXth Century, there were some significant changes in the implementation of minority rights, primarily on constitutional levels and in the redrawing of national boundaries. Certain national political demands were expressed and received international recognition. These included the independence of the newly formed countries, the establishment of federal structures and the unification of Germany.

After the change in the regime certain changes were introduced in the policies dealing with the fate of the Hungarians living beyond the borders. This was expressed in the new Hungarian constitution which states, “The Hungarian Republic is responsible for the fate of the Hungarians living beyond its borders and fosters the relationship between them and the Mother Country.”

This also became clear in the expressed need for a national policy and in the pronouncement of the Head of State, according to which, József Antall should be regarded, at least spiritually, as the Prime Minister of 15 million Hungarians. These ideas were manifested only as a symptomatic therapy and it never came into public consciousness that the internationalist policies and education had to be replaced by a carefully considered national policy based on a systematic study of the future of the Hungarian prospects, of the Hungarian historic self assessment and on the development of the Hungarian self-consciousness. It had been a spiritual requirement of the Soviet system that the problems of Hungary’s future be ignored under the slogan of internationalism. The Soviet system also declared that national self-consciousness was contrary to Socialist ideology and denied the need for a national policy. These matters were excluded from education, from journalism, from social studies, from diplomacy and from all foreign policy activities. Consequently whole generations grew up without the awareness of Trianon and of the existence of Hungarians beyond the borders. Socialization eliminated national self-consciousness. It is characteristic that after the change of regime a number of young Hungarian citizens became aware of the fact that there were Hungarians living beyond the borders and that it had gone into oblivion that the Székelys and Csángós were Hungarians.

3. The recognition that Hungary lacked a national policy was appreciated quite early by the major literary figures. The journalistic writings of Gyula Illyés must be mentioned prominently. He emphasized over and over again that one out of every three Hungarians lived beyond the borders of Hungary where Hungarians were considered second class citizens. After the change of regime this was accepted into general political thinking and the establishment of a national policy became an increasingly important agenda item. The definition of the fate and future of the Hungarians became an essential requirement that both in domestic and foreign policy these matters take the highest priority. Hungarian national policy must critically examine the historical precedents and the current conditions, particularly in regard to Trianon. These peculiarities of the XXth Century must be studied and taught with careful investigations, journalistic analysis and literary productions.

The unparalleled gesture of the Hungarian intelligentsia in condemning the Újvidék massacres should be emphasized[6] and it should be noted that when the Yugoslav partisans murdered 40-50,000 Hungarians in the Bácska in retaliation for Újvidék, this has not received any mention.[7]
Many of the victims are unknown to this day and a memorial to them has been destroyed. In a similar fashion the Czech and Slovak political and intellectual elite refuses to condemn the Beneš Decrees and the ensuing persecution of the Germans and Hungarians

The gesture of the Hungarian intellectuals along these lines is essentially personal diplomacy. This is supplemented by the popularizing programs of the mass communication media advising the listeners about the Hungarian national policies. Part of this has to be the instruction of the Hungarian diplomats in both their tasks and in their national self-consciousness. 

The contents of Hungarian national policies can be determined on the basis of the work done by Hungarian intellectuals living in various foreign countries. These policies seem to have several directions. There is a difference between the overall national policy and the policy applicable to the Hungarians scattered throughout the world or living in the territories separated from Hungary by Trianon. In addition, these policies have to be different in the area of official diplomacy versus private diplomacy, and in the area of governmental activities versus the activities of other Hungarian, non-governmental activities.

In determining the basis of the national policy the thoughts and activities of the official diplomatic circles are paramount. As far as the present situation is concerned, it can be established that a significant percentage of the current diplomatic staff, partly because of their basic training in Moscow, is not really familiar with the problems of Hungarian past and future and with the views pertaining to Hungarian national policy. They preserve the timidity inseparable from the Soviet-internationalist political orientation, from the demands of a national policy and from a feeling of fear related to any activity in this general area of activities. It is essential to overcome this timidity and therefore the Hungarian diplomats must be made acquainted with the circumstances of the dictates that were so devastating for Hungary and with the other, related historical events. In this regard, the work Géza Hercegh[8] and of Sándor Balogh deserve serious consideration[9]. The latter is particularly comprehensive and recommends that a UN resolution on this matter would be appropriate. Other historic-literary works may also be suitable to modify the views of the Hungarian diplomatic establishment, eliminating the Soviet teachings and developing the reasoned concepts of national policy.

5. Directions of Hungarian National Policy : Diplomatic Endeavors to Implement International Law.

1. The fact that the dismemberment of Hungary was based on hostile propaganda is well known. Further, that subsidized slanderous journalism advanced the decisions so devastating for the Hungarians and also promoted the acceptance of the peace treaties as being just and equitable. These mendacious and slanderous arguments can be encountered even today in international public opinion and in the thinking of politicians and diplomats. Thus, in international forums they still talk about the forced Hungarization, even though in the XIXth Century forced assimilation was practiced in France, Great Britain and Germany. Nobody remembers, or is willing to mention, the forceful assimilation of Hungarians and the genocide committed in Romania, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and, after World War II, in the Soviet Union,

Changing this outlook is in the national interest. It has to become a leading element in Hungarian national policy and a principal component of Hungarian foreign policy. The prejudices and unjustified views firmly fixed in international public opinion require an effort of teaching and propaganda. It is therefore essential that a carefully considered method of counter-propaganda be developed and applied.

First and foremost the historical merits of Hungary must be emphasized and the lies of anti-Hungarian propaganda, unfortunately firmly embedded in international prejudices, must be identified and shown to be false. In the counter-propaganda, the 1868 Hungarian Act, on the equal rights of all nationalities must be highlighted since it was the first minority legislation in Europe. The trend of the 1956 revolt and popular movement to assure civil rights must also be mentioned prominently. It is also in the Hungarian Constitution that the minorities have autonomy as stated in Public Act LXXVII of 1993. It could be suggested in regards to this act its principles be established as international law in international legislative bodies.

Hungarian counter-propaganda and information state and propagate nothing but the truth. It is in this spirit the definite concepts of Hungarian national policy must be framed. Hungarian diplomacy must be shaped accordingly and it is the activity of such management that can be expected to achieve beneficial results, assisted by personal diplomacy.

2. In the face of such detrimental international assessment, Hungarian national policy must defend itself not just with counter-propaganda, but also with active diplomatic activity, since passivity serves only the status quo. It is particularly important to advise the international bodies, to demand action from the Great Powers and from the benevolent minor powers, to demand that international law be implemented on behalf of the life-and-death problems of the Hungarian people, on behalf of regularizing the Central-European conditions and to prevent further tensions.

Official and personal Hungarian diplomacy must keep the detrimental effects of the Versailles peace dictates before the public opinion of the world and indicate that these dictates represent serious threats even today. It must not be permitted to go into oblivion that the Trianon treaty is a violation of the principle of self-determination. It ignored historical and ethnic mandates. It considered transportation problems to take precedence over human ones and that it led to economic and natural disasters, as for instance the recent contamination of the Tisza with cyanides.

In this regard Hungarian foreign policy could legitimately demand an international study about the peace treaties imposed after World Wars I, and II, and about the institutional injustices that ensued there from. It must become a goal of Hungary’s world policy that the injustices have to be remedied. The bad decisions affecting the Hungarians must be corrected. The case against the injustices of Trianon and Paris must be reopened along the assessment pronounced by Mitterand.

This national policy and the related diplomacy must ignore the continuous secret diplomacy of the neighboring countries which calumniate Hungarian national policy and which maintain the unprincipled defense of the status quo. Attention must be directed toward the precepts of international law regulating self-determination and autonomy and toward the proposition that the adjustment of borders is possible by plebiscite and by peaceful means.

It must become a fixed goal of Hungarian diplomacy to make the Great Powers, responsible for the peace treaties, search their conscience in relationship to the democratic-humanistic change of direction in international politics. Hungarian diplomacy must achieve that fair decisions are based on the will of the people, as recommended by Hungary prior to the Trianon decisions. Referring to the sacred principles of law and freedom, Albert Apponyi pleaded at the Paris peace conference that plebiscites be ordered and that Hungary would accept the outcome of the plebiscites, regardless what they might be. Apponyi also said that if our enemies rejected the just decisions based on the will of the people they would have to answer before the tribunal of the conscience of humanity.

The demands of a democratic national policy must be viewed in the context of democratic world policy. Istvan Bibó’s tenet is applicable to world policy as well, “In territorial matters democracy can have only one guideline: the right to self-determination.” Such a development in world policy would raise the hope for the remedy of the peace treaty dictates, the peaceful arrangements based on Hungarian national policy and, in the framework of international law, assuring the right to self-determination.

II. Minority Self-Government

1. Community Rights and Self-Government

1. It can be stated as a general consensus that the current trend in the evolution of the world includes the rapprochement of the nations to each other, the joint resolution of problems and, first and foremost, the protection and preservation of humanity vis-à-vis its dangerous and self-destructive activities. As a component of this overall trend we have the endeavor to resolve the problems representing a lower order of priority. Unfortunately, the latter does not receive sufficient attention in the general thinking of the world. It must be a part of the rapprochement between nations and countries that there is direct social participation, direct democracy, and evolution and succor of the various autonomies. Unification of the world must come from the bottom up and must rest on self-government. This must be the guiding principle in the way the future of the world .is shaped.

So far as the autonomies are concerned it can be stated that in general parlance they are identified with self-government when in fact autonomies are many-layered structures. On the basis of the individual rights of man’s autonomy means the independence of the individual. With Reference to community rights, it means they can govern themselves. Collective or national rights aim the self-government of an entire group of people or nation: in the name of supremacy

In the latter case it also means the operation of the various state agencies and establishments. Consequently, autonomy cannot be limited to the self-government of the state, a region or a community, because it must include the individual rights to freedom and civil rights. It must further include the organizations and structures of the community and the legitimacy of public life based upon community collective rights, within a given country and on the level of international cooperation.

It is an essential characteristic that the communities within society resolve their own problems within the overall social coexistence and cooperation. In order to do this they must have autonomy that assures independent authority for the organizations of the community. These are self-direction, self-organization, self-regulation, self-management and self-supervision, all within the comprehensive decision making rights of the community. In the various areas within society, economic, cultural and administrative, particular forms of decision-making formats will be manifested in public life. It should be noted that the participation of the members of society in decision-making and in every day activities depends on whether the form of government is democratic or dictatorial. It is in the democratic social order that it becomes a necessity that society takes an active part in the life of the community, in the independence of the self-governing structures and in the implementation of the collective human rights.

2. It is a somewhat neglected item in the discussions on social theories that society is the sum total of autonomous associations, meaning that it consists of communities. Why does this item not receive more profound study? Because social theory highlights society as being a function of governmental organization and pays less attention to the role of the communities and to the independence of the various levels and units within the state with their related functions of community participation and activity.

In the literature of social theories and public thinking it is an accepted point of view that the self-governments are the pillars of society on which the entire state structure is built. This interpretation is then narrowed it down by including only the elected local or regional bodies even though there are civilian self-governments along the official governmental ones. Consequently the earlier proposition must be modified to state that the pillars of society are the various self-governments. This then incorporates the entire public life and activity of the population and the implementation of direct democracy. Thus participation in public life, in the form of self-government, encompasses all religious, ethnic, professional, charitable and other activities, the resolution of the various communal concerns and problems, their initiation, evaluation, implementation and supervision. Such participation must also include the discussion and resolution of all new social problems. 

It is a generally accepted concept in public opinion that the state represents the entire society and all its members. Logic would suggest that even where society consists of various communities the state is still represented by not only the majority groups but the entire population. Actually most states have the name of the dominant ethnic group, make this distinction in their constitution and consequently those who do not belong to the ruling majority and thus represent minorities, are considered to be second class citizens and live under considerable handicaps. Their community and civil rights and the management of their internal problems are seriously jeopardized. The absence of such distinctions is quite rare. It is for this reason that the right to self-government for the minorities becomes a matter for international demands. The dominant leadership role of the majority nationality must become a matter of the past in the modern pluralistic societies because it is inevitably a violation of human rights and of the democratic principles.

There are views which believe that the concept of the dominant nationality rule can be in conformance with the majority principles of democracy and do not consider policies directed toward the assimilation of minorities and the limitations of community rights to be offensive, saying that the minority is always subordinate to the majority. An extreme stand of this position was taken by Romanian journalists who claimed that the majority was always in the right. Yet, it is clearly possible that the will of the majority prevails without oppressing the minorities and this ideal was already expressed well by Thomas Jefferson.

The problems of national majorities and minorities are of a different order than the simple principle of democratic majorities because a democratic state cannot belong to the majority alone. In the various states there are not only national minorities but ethnic, religious and traditional ones as well and the principles of self-government and of managing their own affairs must be applied to them also. In this context it must be stated that as far as the role and social position of the religious groups are concerned, these are usually regulated in democratic societies on a constitutional basis. It is primarily the self-government problems of the traditional, ethnic and national minorities, their participation in public affairs and their role in the country which cause concern and await a universal resolution.

2. The Ability of Minority Ethnic Groups to Create a Country

1. Minorities are frequently defined in the literature as groups of people who do not have a country. This is a generalization based on resolution of earlier historic conditions. The minority problem has taken on a completely new aspect in the framework of the modern democracies. Here the minorities have become active participants in government and it can be stated that they do indeed have the ability to form their own country. In the various areas of public life in modern democracies there has been free administrative authority and equality. Demanding community rights, their institutional guarantee and protection has become a specific subset of human rights with particular regards to religious, racial, national and traditional characteristics. Its highest manifestation is the recognition and guarantee of the ability of various communities to form governments and this is clearly not limited to minority groups.

It is one of the basic tenets of the new democratic state concept that every citizen is a creator of statehood, regardless when he became a member of the community or to which minority he/she may belong. The citizen is thus not just a humble and obedient taxpayer but is also a self-selected member of a community as a potential creator of statehood. It is a fundamental concept and requirement that there be no distinction between the majority and the minorities. The historian Ferenc Glatz has written about minorities, “Every nationality of a country, majority or minority are equally creators of statehood.” 

The principle and requirement that minorities create statehood is a change in the power-politics perspective that must be construed as evidence of social and international development and must acordingly be fixed in the constitution.

2. As far as the autonomy of minorities is concerned we can point to the democratic solution reached by a number of countries. Excellent examples can be found in the Swiss Federation and in the minority systems established in Canada and in Finland. In Canada the Inuits and in Finland the Swedes have a constitutional position.

More recently the Belgian constitution has shown an exemplary solution to this problem. The 1980 amendment states that in Belgium there are three national communities, the Walloon, the Flemish and the German and all three communities are equally entitled to all rights pronounced by the constitution and by the laws.

The Czech constitution must also be mentioned which recognized the Hungarian, German, Polish and Ruthenian nationalities as creators of statehood, in addition to the Czechs and the Slovaks. 

The Hungarian constitution of 1989, states that, “The national minorities are components of the national power and are factors in the creation of statehood.”

In addition the 1981, San Jose Declaration should be mentioned which states, “The Indian ethnic group is a political and administrative unit, that exerts full authority in its own territory, has the right to make decisions concerning its own development and will achieve this by extending its own autonomy and self-administration.”

3. Autonomy and self-government varies from continent to continent and racial, religious and traditional minority problems play different roles in the position of the minorities and as far as their problems are concerned. In Europe, because of the survival of the French national state concept, the problems of the national minorities are in the foreground and it is primarily in Central-Europe where there are serious concerns. Even matters of basic principles are still not clarified.

The democratic legal literature takes the stand that the existence of the minorities must be recognized in the constitution and that they, together with other communities, must participate in the exercise of power without any discrimination. This is the official Hungarian public policy. It seemed that the same principle was followed by Romanian policy which announced the principle of self-determination at the time when Erdély, the Partium and one part of the Bánság were attached to Romania. The first point of the Gyulafehérvár resolution on national minorities stated, “Total nationality freedom for all nationalities living here. Each nationality may govern itself in its own language and with its own administration selected from its own membership”

Romanian political practice ignored this resolution and even today denies the national minorities the right to self-government and even denies the minorities their community rights. This political stance, the rule of the majority nation over the minorities is an accepted practice in Central and Eastern Europe. Solzhenitzyn’s assessment of the events after 1989, is as follows, “Grusia impatiently expects its national independence, but the Abhasians and the Ossetians are oppressed and the Messhets are not permitted to return to their native soil.” 

As it can be seen from the above, there is much left to be done as far as recognition and implementation of the self-government and statehood creation of the minorities are concerned.

3. The Conditions of Minority Self-Government and Power

1. The highest form of the exercise of minority power is minority self-government. In this respect reference must be made to some broader and more encompassing relationships which bear the stigmata of the power structure and cannot exist independently from the characteristics of the power structure regardless whether it emerges from the bottom up or from the top down. The characteristic of evolution from the bottom up is the independence in managing their public affairs in the framework of the minority self-government. When the power structure originates at the top, minority structures are initiated and operate by the central powers structure. It might be called self-government, but it lacks the intensive community participation and activity.

The structure of minority self-government is naturally many-layered. One can distinguish between the self-government based on a territorial concept and self-government on a personal basis. If the minorities live in separate territorial units or in a number of adjacent administrative units, their self-government can develop on the basis of territorial units or districts. If, however, the majority and minority populations are intermingled then self-government must be founded on and operated on the principle of personal independence, similarly to the autonomy of the religious, denominational organizations. It is another possible solution that the rights of the minority are grounded on the principle of personal independence, but within the framework of the self-government of the territorial unit. All of the above require constitutional and legal definition and protection.

The security of the minorities demands that the democratic principles be consistently enforced and that their public life - power position be institutionalized. In fact, the recognition and protection of the public life - power characteristics of minority self-government is manifested by the fact that they are recognized as public bodies and thus have their own sphere of legal authority and see to the needs of the minority as legal functionaries. This also ensues from their characteristics as the creators of statehood.

In general, the democratic constitutions define the principle of self-government for the minorities in the management of their affairs. A significant component of this is the preservation of their own culture and traditions and the resolution of their common problems on the basis of their own customs, standards and language. It is for this reason that they guarantee the use of their native tongue, a fundamental human right. Such constitutional language is frequently only a political statement or a formal text cast in legal language. This is particularly true in Central and Eastern Europe. In general, the language of the ruling majority is accepted as the official language, as shown in the language laws, and largely because there is really no democratic minority policy.

Minority self-government, within a given power structure, has an essential component, the supervision of the implementation of community rights, the consistent application of these laws and the remedy of any problem that might arise from the infraction of these laws. There is no internal or international control of the minority rights as yet, although there are several ways of achieving this. These include the expansion of the authority of the European Court of Human Rights to include the protection of community rights, or the establishment and functioning of an elected international court. There are political impediments to their acceptance. The community laws and the positive distinction with its internationally based legal defense system are in conflict with the prejudices about the absolute nature of national sovereignty and the selfishness of the governments representing the majority and who are distinctly anti-democratic in their orientation.

Because of the restrictions of the minority-community rights the question of the international legal standing of the minorities must be examined under international supervision. It is a recent achievement of international development that international law is no longer limited to the countries, but also extends to the regional units and to the communities. This makes it necessary that international law is developed in this direction and the trend that recognizes minorities as autonomic units in legal documents under the law be strengthened. This is also based on internal legal rules that give them the right and the legitimate opportunity to be in contact with other domestic or international legal subjects. The right of the minority structures to make international connections must be emphasized in connection with the community rights of the minorities. In the Hungarian legal system Par. 19 of Public Act LXXVII of 1993 states, maintain wide-ranging and direct international contacts.”

As far as the true position of European development and of the minorities is concerned there are some major discrepancies. There are two distinct subsets. In one of them the minority rights are ignored because the civil “Minorities and their organizations have the right to establish and rights are denied on the basis that the management of minority rights was a domestic affair, in general. They were incompatible with the survival of the national state. The policies of the present day democracies are oriented so that they accept the public affairs rights of the minorities based on free power structures. The minority policies and laws of several democratic countries recognize the rights of minorities to state-like autonomy and even incorporate this in their constitution. These countries also recognize the minorities as subjects to international law.

3. The protection of minority rights is strongly influenced by the definition of the democratic contents of the countries’ minority policies. In this respect Istvan Bibó’s conclusions and tenets are particularly significant and these can be found in his writings on governmental theory.

Bibó grasps the essence of this matter when he writes that clear-sighted, courageous and democratic policy can, “give maximal opportunity to the minority to achieve its most sovereign minority demands, on their own initiative, within the existing framework, even though by doing this they might take the risk of an eventual secession.”[10]
This requirement must be laid down and followed as a political-moral mandate of democratic policy, not only in this region but in general international democratic thinking and in international public opinion. It must be the requirement for the decisions made in international politics, for political-power structure coexistence and in everyday practice. It must become the international standard and as such it must be followed and supervised.

In view of the above, it can be stated that the national minority rights are of several types and that there is a peculiar catalog of community rights as well. G. Heraud, the French political scientist defines the following five rights: 

1 The right of self preservation, 

2. The right to establish the national boundaries, 

3. The right of self-determination, 

4. The right of organization and 

5. The right to self-government.

And the means to accomplish them. 

In connection with these rights Istvan Bibó emphasizes the fact that the right to self-determination of the minorities is up in the air since there are no institutional mechanisms for its realization.

4. The establishment of minority rights and self-government is a world policy problem. It cannot be ignored in this world there are approximately three thousand nationalities that live in about two hundred countries and this clearly requires a humane institutional and legal solution for the national minorities. In addition the problems of the religious, racial and traditional minorities also need to be resolved.

In this regard, the responsible leaders of humanity must view this matter as a universal human problem. Protecting the survival of the minorities, their culture, their dignity and, first and foremost, their independence and self-government must be the highest and universal human priority.

The democratic management and humane resolution of this world problem might lead the XXIst Century to the point where racial prejudices and discrimination, racism, nationalism, chauvinism, the arrogance of power, religious and political impatience, ruling pride and the inhumanity ensuing from the abuse of power could all disappear. They would be replaced by humanism of the safety and protection of human, individual and community rights. Racial or national origin, tradition, affiliation, mother tongue, self-determination and self-government in their broadest terms will no longer be a problem in every-day life. 
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​Sanctity of borders under fire

By GRAHAM Fuller

Graham Fuller is former vice chairman of the National Intelligence Council at the CIA

The world had better get used to what's going on in Kosovo, because it repre​sents the wave of  the future. We require drastic reconsideration of policies as we rethink issues of minorities, borders and.national sovereignty. The simple reality is that in the next century minorities will be increasingly unwilIing to live within borders - to which they have' been arbitrarily assigned by history-when the conditions seem intolerable. More than ever  before they will demand a voice over what peoples will rule them and how. Lots of states simply employing force are destined to founder.

But the key will be good gover​nance: If the States cannot provide good governance, their minorities may expend some blood or treasure, to gain maximum autonomy or independence. The challenge for the world then becomes: How hard will the community of nations fight to preserve borders and territorial sov​ereignty of states that are brutal, incompetent or failing?

Our international order since the Treaty of Westphalia has rested on the basis of sovereignty of nations and "sanctity" of borders - that is, until the borders are changed by one or another event. Borders are gener​ally treated with reverence.

Yet how does one explain to a Tibetan that he is required to live within the borders of a China that practices culturicide simply because the British Empire signed a treaty with the Ching Dynasty forming a buffer against the Russian Empire? -Such arguments are quite surreal to people abused or denied rights by despotic leadership.
But this is not a moral argument. We are talking realities, about the willingness of minorities in the next century to put up with gross misgovernance in a world rife with talk of democratization, globalization, civil society, non​-governmental organizations, human rights, porous borders and evolving UN norms. How long can we expect that minorities will indefinitely accept unacceptable status quos? They are in the process of placing this problem at our doorstep.

Sure, lots of regimes are not going to give in quietly. You can always hire a Saddam Hussein to keep the lid on oppressed minor​ities indefinitely. But any nation that goes that route also dooms itself to certain pariahdom, mired in tyranny, enervating internal conftict, terrorism and struggle.

Foreign investment, international presence or even tourism won't touch it. Large numbers of nasty or incompetent regimes will be on notice: Either run a system that is sufficiently attrac​tive to its peoples, including mi​norities, or face the consequenc​es; the world is not going to bail you out.

But who then has the "right" to a state? Anybody? The short answer is basically yes, all those who feel strongly enough about getting it. Bad governance is a strong incentive. But not every​body will want a state. A Yugosla​via or a Soviet Union is a perfect​ly valid idea as such, if such conglomerates work. But not when they are created by force and fail to deliver adequate gov​ernance.

There is a cycle here. The chances are that large numbers of despotic states are going to break  up up into smaller ethnic units in the first stage. Then these new eth​nic units of the world will proba​bly agree to recombine in new ways with new partners, but next time on a voluntary basis of negotiated rights within a federa​tion. Europe is now just such a community, and states are clam​oring to join. If Moscow can run. a great act in the future, peoples will seek to join that enterprise as well.

The process of nations falling apart and peoples recombining will not be orderly. But what is the alternative? Forceful concen​tration camps of nations? Who believes we can put the Yugoslav Humpty Dumpty together again? Does the West now wish to commit itself to move heaven and earth to preserve failing states and the borders of disas​trous states? Must Iraq stay to​gether if history has destroyed it?

I fear that this process of breakup in Yugoslavia is just the beginning. Will the Turks get smart about handling their Kurds? Are Indonesia or Afghan​istan viable any longer? And the borders of much of Africa, its peoples hopelessly divided by ar​bitrary colonial borders, are scarcely likely to survive either.

Of course, national self​-determination on demand cannot be the slogan of our foreign policy. But we do need an inter​national group - much like Am​nesty International - to place states on warning lists, states at peril of breaking up at some juncture. But it might not work in lots of cases. That is where the international order must show greater wisdom in learning how to facilitate divorces than in pre​serving vicious rulers.--
​
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Executive Summary
In November 2002 the current NATO members will vote on enlarging NATO and admitting up to seven new members, all from the former Soviet Bloc. Romania is one of those countries considered.


An international law firm from Bucharest, affiliated with a Wall Street law firm authored a lengthy article, “The Case for Romania’s Accession to NATO,” which has appeared in the Romanian Meridianul newspaper (June 22, 2002), and in “Romanian Digest,” a monthly report found on the law firm’s web page.


In the article the authors  recognize that Romania faces an uphill battle for accession, so they seem to take a constructive approach, unlike some other candidate countries. They list five problem areas, xenophobia and anti-Semitism being listed in the first place, and are asking the NATO member countries to help Romania to solve these problems by suggesting specific solutions: "Indeed, Romania may not be able to adequately deal with issues like combating official corruption and instituting fair restitution by November. The government will need specificity as to what it must do to appropriately deal with the matters raised by member states. Besides clarifying current generalities, an unequivocal statement of what must occur in the way of real action on these matters would lessen internal opposition to changes that might otherwise be too difficult to implement quickly. Immediate accession predicated upon the future timely completion of specific benchmarks will hasten progress in Romania."


This paper is an effort from American Hungarians to take advantage of this opportunity and list some of the minority's grievances and offer specific solutions to the minority problems caused by Romanian xenophobia. This xenophobia has been poisoning relations not only between the Hungarians and Romanians in Romania but even between the states of Hungary and Romania for at least eight decades since Trianon detached Transylvania from Hungary ad gave it to Romania, with millions of Hungarian residents whose ancestors had resided there for a millennium! It is hoped that this xenophobia can 

finally be eliminated once and for all, to the mutual benefit and satisfaction of both peoples.

We view with sympathy Romania’s request for accession to NATO (and EU, for that matter), after all, more than two million Hungarians in Romania would get closer to Europe, but we must call attention to the continuing problems and Romania’s failure to comply with existing prohibitions against discrimination.


This ethnic conflict not only poisons the relationship between Hungarians and Romanians, but slowed down economic growth in Romania by diverting time, energy and resources from constructive functions to futile quarrels and fights. Solving this problem would also eliminate the potential for domestic disturbance and a source of terrorism.


Therefore it is hoped that the policymakers of NATO countries will oblige the Romanian request and will provide them the list like the one included in the attached Memorandum of the specifics that would satisfy the rightful needs of the Hungarian community in Romania. +



MEMORANDUM

ON ROMANIA’S ADMISSION TO NATO

Sandor Balogh, Ph. D., Professor Emeritus, Political Science 

Listed in Heritage Foundation’s list of Public Policy Experts, under Foreign Policy 

 In November 2002 the current NATO members will vote on enlarging NATO and admitting seven new members, all from the former Soviet Bloc. Romania is one of those countries considered.

An international law firm from Bucharest, affiliated with a Wall Street law firm authored a lengthy article, “The Case for Romania’s Accession to NATO,” which has been published on their web page, and also appeared in the Romanian Meridianul newspaper (June 22, 2002).

The article contains some serious criticism of Romania that many people would view as serious obstacles to Romania’s admission to NATO. But the article, using some twisted logic, turns things around and argues that these problems, instead of constituting bar to admission, should advance the cause of admission.

“The five major areas of concern are as follows:

(1) Xenophobia and Anti-Semitism…. 

(2)Former Securitate Members: includes persons still active in all political parties, members of Parliament, and some major businessmen and members of former governments. Can they be trusted with NATO secrets? ….

(3) Official Corruption: Sadly, official corruption in Romania is endemic and systemic. It has gotten progressively worse year by year. Up until a month ago, each Romanian government since 1990 did little more than provide lip service to the problem, while bribery, graft and other forms of corruption grew unchallenged…. It would be in Romania’s best interests if NATO set certain benchmarks that would ensure that the government’s laudable actions are followed by actual results…. As the United States Ambassador, Michael Guest, has bluntly stated, Romania’s failure to forcefully deal with widespread corruption in the economy and in government, threatens Romania’s accession to NATO. 

(4) Restitution: The restitution regime in Romania is so thoroughly flawed as to raise doubts that Romania ever intended to honor Protocol No. 1 of the European Convention on Human Rights — which makes a property right a human right under international law….

(5) Economic Reform: Critics cite Romania’s current impoverished state as a reason why Romania might not be able to upgrade its military hardware as required by NATO…. It would be foolish to consider Romania’s current state as a harbinger of the future. The nation is in transition — albeit longer and more painful than expected. The size of its population, its geographic location on the Black Sea and at the mouth of the Danube, its natural resources, and its highly talented people, all demonstrate a worthy economic future capable of supporting its NATO commitments.”

To be sure, the article mentions some serious government efforts to improve the situation. It also suggests that many nations that are members of NATO already face similar problems. Both arguments have some merit. But he article also admits that the government faces an uphill battle against domestic opponents of serious reforms!

Therefore the article suggests that NATO admission “should be based upon firm understandings as to exactly what is required of Romania with timely benchmarks to encourage reform – accession conditioned upon actual performance.” Later the article states that the Romanian “government will need specificity as to what it must do to appropriately deal with the matters raised by member states. Besides clarifying current generalities, an unequivocal statement that what must occur in the way of real action on these matters would lessen internal opposition to changes that otherwise might be too difficult to implement quickly. Immediate accession, predicated upon the future timely completion of specific benchmarks will hasten progress in Romania.” In other words, the entire case for immediate admission, in spite of the admitted serious obstacles, consists of the Romanian government’s need for a list of strong conditions that it can but may or may not use against domestic opposition to reforms. A pretty flimsy case, we suggest. The Romanian government had twelve years since the overthrow of the hated Ceausescu regime, and have shown little advance in the way of reforms, as the article admits, although they have expected to apply for NATO and EU admission.

Furthermore, both the European Parliament resolution on Romania's application for membership of the European Union and the state of negotiations, and the Annual Regular Report of Nov. 13, 01 from the Commission on Romania's Joining the EU, called upon Romania to eliminate every discriminative law and regulation, yet, nothing has happened. In fact, at the April 15-16, 02 meeting of the Joint Romanian EU Parliamentary Committee on Integration Romania has succeeded in excluding the minority issue from the meeting’s agenda, although checking compliance with the EP resolution and with the Nov. 13, 01 report would have clearly required it! 

The clear conclusion from this is that issuing calls and recommendations is ineffective, unless admission to EU or NATO is tied to performance!

We view with sympathy Romania’s request for accession to NATO (and EU, for that matter), after all, more than two million Hungarians in Romania would get closer to Europe, but we must call attention to the fallacy of the article’s argument. If the Romanian government needs a list of specific reforms from NATO to defeat internal opposition, immediate accession would take away this tool from the government, therefore it would be counterproductive. There is no such thing a provisional, conditional or trial membership in NATO! Therefore early admission to NATO would defeat this purpose. The only way the NATO community can help the Romanian government to carry out the necessary reforms is if “accession [is] conditioned upon actual performance,” as the article states in another place. But performance can be evaluated only after something has been performed, not before! Accession based on vague promises would freeze the current situation. Set the conditions, list the expected reforms, and once the “actual performance” warrants it, hopefully within a short time, then admit Romania!

The seriousness of the situation that the article alludes to is illustrated by a recent appraisal of Romania’s chances of being admitted to the EU in the Nov. 1, 01 issue of the New York Review of Books (“Romania: Bottom of the Heap,” November 1, 2001, by Tony Judt.):

“By every measure, Romania is at the bottom of the European heap. The
Romanian economy, defined by per capita gross domestic product, ranked
eighty-seventh in the world in 1998, below Namibia and just above
Paraguay (Hungary ranked fifty-eighth). Life expectancy is lower in
Romania than anywhere else in Central or Southeastern Europe: for men it
is just sixty-six years, less than it was in 1989 and ten years short of
the EU average. It is estimated that two out of five Romanians live on
less than $30 per month (contrast, e.g., Peru, where the minimum monthly
wage today is $40). By all conventional measures, Romania is now best
compared to regions of the former Soviet Union (except the Baltics,
which are well ahead) and has even been overtaken by Bulgaria. According
to The Economist's survey for the year 2000, the "quality of life" in
Romania ranks somewhere between Libya and Lebanon. The European Union
has tacitly acknowledged as much: the Foreign Affairs Committee of the
European Parliament lists Romania as last among the EU-candidate
countries, and slipping fast.”

To expedite much needed reforms, especially concerning Romanian xenophobia that affects the minority policies of Romania, which the article mentions as the number one problem, Hungarians in the United States would be more than happy to cooperate with Romania to bring its minority policies up to European standards, and to support Romania’s admission at the appropriate time.

Meridianul also encouraged Romanian-Americans to write to their Senators and to President Bush, supporting Romania’s admission to NATO and printed a sample letter that their readers should send to President Bush and to the one hundred Senators. While several points in the sample letter could be disputed and also conflict with the five problem areas listed in the article, we wish to take issue with only one statement. 

The questionable statement reads: "It [Romania] was featured by the United States as the model nation in the region in its treatment of minorities."

We do not know when or where this accolade was made, but this image is certainly undeserved, as the grievances, some of which are listed, below clearly indicate. Foreigners, including Americans, can be easily mislead by appearances and reliance on official pronouncement, and only the victims of mistreatment and discrimination know and feel accurately the true situation. But in any case, this point seems to be contradicted even by the article, which lists xenophobia and anti-Semitism as the first of five problem areas that Romania must deal with before expecting an invitation to join NATO. While it claims that Romania has passed laws prohibiting anti-Semitism, the article’s only comment on xenophobia, hatred of foreigners (which includes Hungarians, Germans, Jews, Roma, etc.) is that the ultra-nationalist mayor of Kolozsvar/Cluj Napoca lost some of his popularity since the 2000 elections, when he received a third of the votes for president. But there are no laws or other government actions prohibiting or preventing discrimination, forced assimilation, or violence against Hungarians.

Before such an important step as the invitation to join NATO, which is more than a mere defense arrangement: it has been called the ante-room of the European Union, it is important to look at the entire picture, not only from the perspective of the dominant majority or visiting tourist, but also from the point of view of the resident minority. 

International law experts agree that in multi-national states the feelings of the minority are significant factors in the domestic peace and tranquillity of a society. According to Thomas M. Franck, Professors of International Law, there is an “emerging right to democratic governance” which is an important condition of domestic and international peace.

Franck takes the idea from Immanuel Kant’s classical essay, PERPETUAL PEACE.  “Where Kant concluded that democracy in governance, --wrote Franck,--while not a sufficient condition, is a necessary one to the prevention of breaches of the peace. Today it is becoming increasingly part of an emerging systemic consensus that people who feel themselves the legitimators of their governments through their participation as equals in a free, fair and regular democratic consultation are much less likely to take up arms either against other states or against their own state.” (T. M. Frank, “Postmodern Tribalism and the Right to Secession,” in Brillman et al, editors, PEOPLES AND MINORITIES IN INTERNATIONAL LAW, 1995, p. 21; see also “The Emerging Right of Democratic Governance,” 86 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, 46).

Franck's position is supported by the recommendations of the Lund Recommendations. In 1999 Mr. Max van der Stoel, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) called upon a group of internationally recognized independent experts to elaborate recommendations and outline alternatives, in line with the relevant international standards. The result of the above initiative is The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life. The first statement under  I. GENERAL PRINCIPLES states that "(1) Effective participation of national minorities in public life is an essential component of a peaceful and democratic society…."

Both papers emphasize two points. First, what matters is not the American view, or the Romanian position, but whether the minority feels "as equals in a free, fair and regular democratic consultation," and "are they given an opportunity to effectively participate in a democratic society?" Unfortunately, Romania's over two million Hungarian minority does not feel as equals in Romania, and with good reason. Although there is a Hungarian political party in Romania that even participates in the coalition government, it cannot provide adequate and effective  "democratic governance" because of the stubborn opposition of the xenophobic majority Romanians. 

The second point is that a satisfied minority is necessary condition of internal peace. Several political scientists accept as an axiom that “perception is reality.” If a minority believes that it is discriminated against, it will act on that perception. Therefore peace is not served by sweeping their complaints under the rug but only by addressing them! They must be examined and dealt with. As the recent surge in terrorist acts throughout the world shows, when the demands for fair and equal treatment of a sizable group is not addressed, insurgency, terror, and international conflict can result. To put this another way, experience proves the experts' view that peace can be built only on a society where there is no effectively disenfranchised and alienated minority. Unfortunately, this is not the case in Romania. 

If the international community fails to deal with minority grievances, tension will increase in the area. While Hungarians in Transylvania have been using lawful means in their protests (without much success!) in some areas of the world increased minority tensions have created or added fuel to the potential of terrorist fire. Thank God, terrorism has not reared its ugly head in Transylvania yet. In any case, using the military in minority areas to accompany the police on their beat shows the government’s concern about violence initiated from either side, xenophobic Romanians (like it happened in Temesvar/Timisoara) or victimized Hungarians (it has not happened yet!), it is frightening to consider that after Romania is admitted, instead of the Romanian army, NATO troops might have be used to put down a conflict in Romania. But it is clear that the Romanian government is afraid of the potential consequence of Romanian xenophobia.

These are some of the basic minority grievances, without going into the details:

· First, the Romanian Constitution states that Romania is a nation state. Romanians interpret this to mean that non-Romanians living in Romania area foreigners, "bozgors," therefore second class citizen. This gives constitutional protection to xenophobia and makes Hungarians “fair game” for discrimination!

· Hungarian requests, whether for equal rights as a constituent nation or for autonomy that has been used successfully in other, civilized countries in Europe and elsewhere are routinely disregarded or rejected because of their xenophobia;

· Romanian newspapers, schools and churches incite against the Hungarian minority. A recently discovered example is a Romanian church in Transylvania where a painting shows the Biblical passion scene were the Romanian Christ is tortured by Hungarians;

· The government confiscated the property of the historic Hungarian churches and refuses to return it to their rightful owners, as admitted in the Meridianul article. Instead, they often give it to the Orthodox churches, aiding its growth at the expense of the Hungarian churches. When Pope John Paul II visited Romania, he was prevented from meeting the 2 million Hungarians, who are mostly Catholic; 

· The world famous Hungarian University in Kolozsvar (Cluj-Napoca) has been confiscated and turned into a Romanian school, and Hungarian educational institutions have been closed, restricted, or discriminated against;

· The current Romanian political culture is based on majority rule, which they mistakenly identify as democracy, completely disregarding minority protections, to protect the minority against the arbitrary and capricious domination by the majority nation!

· Although forced assimilation has become rare, as the discrimination against those who consider themselves Hungarians continues, more and more Hungarians feel compelled to consider themselves Romanian at the censuses, thus often reducing the official figures of the Hungarian community below the 20% threshold that is required to recognize the Hungarians for certain “minority rights.” Thus, while the official count in Kolozsvar shows 18.8% Hungarians, if everybody would feel free to be considered Hungarian, the proportion would be well above the 20%, in spite of relocations and importing Romanians from the Regat, the original part of Romania. Nationwide, there were 200 thousand fewer Hungarians in this election, which is almost 10% of the total Hungarian population.

· The “official” explanation of this shrinkage of the Hungarian population among other factors includes “assimilability,” that is the ability to adopt to the conditions. Thus, instead of blaming the severe conditions, they seem to give some sort of credit to the Hungarians for their assimilability. But if the conditions were more equal, there would be no need to assimilate, and they would gladly retain their Hungarian identity. Therefore by maintaining the oppression, Romania does not need forced assimilation anymore! Many members of the desperate and intimidated minority finds faked assimilation as the only available remedy.

· Romanians are also using various direct means to further change the composition of the Hungarian or once Hungarian communities, making the Hungarians a minority in the once pure Hungarian cities. For example, by limiting job opportunities for Hungarians in Hungarian communities, Bucharest in the heart of Romania has more Hungarians than Kolozsvar, once the largest Hungarian city in Transylvania;

· Many military installations and barracks are not placed along the borders but in the heart of Romania, in Hungarian populated regions, where along with the police, soldiers patrol the streets in Hungarian cities. 

This last point alone has triple significance: First, when the regime has to use the military for peacekeeping function within the minority communities, what kind of model is it of its "treating the minority population?" Second, when the main function of the military is to intimidate the civilian population, how will it fit into the peacekeeping function of NATO? Third, if Romania would be admitted and given US funds to update its military, would it be used for more efficient oppression and intimidation of the Hungarians? Is this what US taxpayers, including close to two million Hungarians would have to pay for?

We do not oppose the admission of any truly democratic country into NATO. But we, as American citizens and taxpayers oppose Romania’s admission at this time, for several reasons.

· The minority situation is desperate, and if NATO would require the closing or moving the military installations from the Hungarian regions to other, strategically more important regions, it is questionable if Romanian authorities could maintain domestic peace.

· Thus, in spite of the size and military potential, at the present, in its current situation, Romania would be a liability rather than asset to NATO.

· Several of the Romanian human rights and minority laws, policies and practices are contrary to EU, UN, CSCE/OSCE and other standards, and once Romania becomes part of NATO, it will be difficult not to admit them to the EU, although they are clearly not ready for that either. 

· Romania would bring to NATO a heavy burden with its inability to deal with the minority issue, despite the efforts of several US ambassadors, beginning with the Hon. Mr. Funderbunk in the 1980's to the Hun. Mr. Guest, the current ambassador, to help them bring their minority policies in line with the standards of the UN, EU, OSCE and the rest of civilized Europe.

· Unfortunately, its political leaders, instead of educating their people about human rights and moving the country in the direction of a civilized European society, are trying to win elections by outbidding each-other in fomenting ethnic hatred and accommodating the xenophobia.

· Just as previously the US has attempted to use the Most Favored Nation (MFN) status as a tool to influence countries to comply with certain international expectations, the admission to NATO should serve as an incentive to improve their minority policies.

Unfortunately, the hatred of foreigners is deeply ingrained in the Romanian political culture. This attitude is also well described in the already mentioned New York Review of Books article: 

“Like the newly formed Yugoslavia, Romania was at least as ethnically 

mixed as any of  the preceding empires. But Romanian nationalist leaders

insisted on defining it as an ethnically homogeneous nation-state. 

Resident  non-Romanians—two people out of seven—were "foreigners."


“The result has been a characteristically Romanian obsession with
identity. Because so many of the minorities lived in towns and
pursued commerce or the professions, nationalists associated
Romanian-ness with the peasantry. Because there was a close relationship
between language, ethnicity, and religion among each of the minorities
(Yiddish-speaking Jews, Catholic and Lutheran Hungarians, Lutheran
Germans, etc.), nationalists insisted upon the (Orthodox) Christian
quality of true Romanian-ness. And because Greater Romania's most prized
acquisition, Transylvania, had long been settled by Hungarians and
Romanians alike, nationalists (and not only they) made great play with
the ancient "Dacian" origins…”
 

“It was Ionescu, in March 1935, who neatly encapsulated contemporary

Romanian cultural paranoia: ‘A nation is defined by the friend-foe equation’" (“Romania: Bottom of the Heap”). 

Unfortunately, this paranoia has infiltrated the Romanian educational, religious, economic systems and policies, the political culture and the Romanian media. No Romanian political party could win an election except on the basis of the continued paranoia and hatred of all that is foreign. Unfortunately, for the Romanian population this preoccupation with xenophobia and the “friend-foe equation” makes economic development secondary to ethnic considerations that include discrimination, forced assimilation and ethnic cleansing. The result is that Romania, in spite of its abundant natural resources and capable population, is a very poor country. 

So, it would be in the best interest of Romania itself, and of the Romanian population, to induce Romanians to give up this xenophobic,  “friend or foe” attitude in their minority relations, and start to concentrate on economic development in a truly democratic atmosphere where minority rights are respected along with majority rule.

But it would take a radical change in their educational methods and media approach for several generations to turn Romania into a western style democracy where minority rights have equal billing with majority rule. We know that admission to NATO cannot wait that long. Therefore we welcome the Meridianul article, which is a very strong and specific statement, giving hope that admission conditioned upon strong and guaranteed commitment and specific results will create progress toward a more civilized treatment of the minorities, and Romanians shall let go of their xenophobia. Thus, we respectfully ask you that before admitting Romania to NATO, you insist that

(1) Romania comply, in good faith, with all bilateral and international obligations, human and minority rights rules and expectations, and eliminate all discriminatory laws and regulations.

(2) Eliminate the "nation state" provision from the Romanian constitution and treat all persons living in Romania as equal citizens and the Hungarian minority as constituent nation.

(3) Prohibit all efforts of forced assimilation and stop programs to encourage population transfers whose purpose is to change the ethnic composition of Hungarian communities, or forcing Hungarians out of their historic Hungarian communities.

(4) The US and other NATO members must also insist on a quicker solution: Romania should, according to the Lund Recommendations, grant the ethnic minorities regional self-government, that is, territorial, cultural and other appropriate forms of autonomy. 

(5) Prohibit and severely punish all hate crimes against the minority, including newspaper articles, church sermons and liturgy, secular and religious art like the painting of the Romanian Christ with the Hungarian torturers, educational materials in the school curriculums that are capable of inciting the Romanian people against Hungarians, and any other manifestation of ethnic hatred.

(6) The article also admits, listing this among the five top problems of Romania, that restitution and return of confiscated property is “thoroughly flawed, raising doubts that Romania ever intended to honor #1 of the European Convention on Human Rights…” Therefore you should demand, that Romania return all confiscated Hungarian church, commercial and private property to the rightful owners, according to the principle of restitutio in integrum, and permit full freedom to all the traditional Hungarian churches in Romania.

(7) The article suggests setting up an impartial court in Romania to try cases of corruption. We request a similar court, under the supervision of international Human Rights organizations, to handle violations of minority rights. 

We believe that setting conditions and linking admission to performance, as suggested by the article which, after all, supports Romania’s admission to NATO, would benefit both Romania and NATO, by eliminating the danger of bringing potential trouble spots into a civilized and peaceful Europe.

It is hoped that the United States still believes that peace must be built on justice and equality, and the US still champions liberty and freedom for all, including the oppressed ethic minorities, throughout the world. It is also hoped that the US will utilize the NATO admission procedure to advance respect of and compliance with the universal values of mankind and will support Romania’s admission only after she has proven by her behavior, that Romania is serious about reforms. +
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Introduction
In November 2002, the member states of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization will meet in Prague to decide upon expanding the alliance to include as many as seven new member states — Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, Bulgaria and Romania. By far, the largest and most significant country under consideration is Romania. If the decision regarding Romania were based purely on geography or upon its military prowess, it would be a "no-brainer." But the criteria for membership involves economic issues and the all important question of whether Romania sufficiently shares Western values of freedom and democracy so that member states would be willing to go to war to protect Romania were it attacked. In particular, questions have been raised concerning official corruption, the continued presence of Securitate officers in some sensitive government positions, the lack of a fair restitution regime for the victims of communist property confiscations, and the xenophobic manifestations of the extreme right and its adoration of Marshal Antonescu, the wartime leader of Romania.

Few observers doubt that the people of Romania share western values of democracy and freedom — the issue is whether such shared values have been adequately expressed in government policies over the past decade. President Ion Iliescu and Prime Minister Adrian Nastase are striving to demonstrate Romania’s commitment to those shared values and to meet every issue head on before November. But even if the Romanian government falls a bit short in satisfying every element required of it, Romania should be admitted to NATO. The alliance would benefit strategically from Romania’s accession, and the reforms sought by the West would occur more rapidly if Romania were part of the western pact. Indeed, setting Romania adrift outside the structures of the western democracies will not promote positive change in the country — it may set them back — while firmly embracing Romania in the arms of NATO will facilitate more immediate and positive change. This embrace should be based upon firm understandings as to exactly what is required of Romania with timely benchmarks to encourage reform – accession conditioned upon actual performance.

Romania’s Strategic Importance
There are geographic and military reasons to admit Romania and Bulgaria to NATO. These have deepened in the aftermath of September 11, 2001, with the intendant need to build wide coalitions against terrorism. Of the various candidate countries, Romania is certainly the most able to effectively contribute to NATO’s objectives through its significant military forces — which continue to demonstrate their ability and willingness to engage in peacekeeping and peace-building operations. Romania is on the front-line of conflicts in Southeastern Europe, not only territorially, but with troops. Romania participates in SFOR and KFOR with around 300 military personnel. Romania has contributed to the stability of Kosovo and Macedonia through an active role in NATO’s "Amber Fox" mission in Macedonia, in the first Kosovo elections, and in reducing tensions in Southern Serbia. Romania is also participating in the multinational peacekeeping force in Afghanistan and has placed an infantry battalion of 400 soldiers and a unit of 46 specialists in anti-nuclear, anti-chemical, and anti-bacteriological warfare at the disposal of the U.S. Enduring Freedom command. 

Geographically, Romania and Bulgaria provide a strategic coherence to NATO by linking Central Europe with Greece and Turkey in the South, and thereby creating an area of stability and security in Southeast Europe. Their accession to NATO would reduce the area’s potential for conflict and give impetus to European integration. Extending NATO through Romania and Bulgaria would also stem the flow of organized crime and terrorist activities coming from Central Asia and the Caucasus into Europe by strengthening border patrols and other activities already underway at the Regional Center against Trans-border Crime in Bucharest. Romania’s accession to NATO would also provide the alliance with a reliable springboard for air, land, and maritime traffic to Central Asia through its airport and port facilities, which have already proven their utility in the US–led campaign in Afghanistan. 

Military reform in Romania has resulted in downsizing the military by 50% since 1989, increased defense spending, and a reduced reliance upon conscripts creating a more professional army. A Status of Forces Agreement between Romania and the US was signed on October 30, 2001, providing the legal framework for the transit of US forces through Romania, and granting air corridors, landing rights, transit facilities and intelligence to US and NATO forces. 

Romania has no conflicts with any other country. Both Greece and Turkey actively support Romania’s admission into NATO because, in their view, NATO requires a southern dimension in order for the vision of a Europe whole, free and at peace to be complete. Succinctly put, on the strategic level, there is little debate — NATO would be enhanced by Romania’s accession.

Shared Values: Stable Democracy

On the political level, questions have been raised concerning Romania’s commitment to the shared values of NATO member states. While some of these concerns are without merit and some are, indeed, valid, none of them should be used to prevent Romania’s accession. Instead, in those limited areas of legitimate concern, meaningful changes can be fostered by NATO members clarifying the specific actions that the Romanians need to make and conditioning Romania’s immediate accession upon future compliance.

Romania has a politically stable democracy. It has been that way since 1990. Although it is still maturing politically, Romania nevertheless enjoys a robust national dialogue, and fair and free elections. It is a pluralistic democracy in which Romanians are free to speak their mind; to assemble and petition their government; to chose from a plethora of free press promoting all sorts of ideas and from broadcast media from all over the world channeling views on all subjects. Romanians may worship as they please, and the treatment of ethnic minorities is a model for other countries in the region. 

Too much Romanian blood was spilled in the defense of democracy as a Western ally in both World War I and World War II, to now doubt Romania’s commitment to freedom.1 Although in 1989, Romania was a dismal place darkened by a despair spawned by fifty years of a Stalinist-style communism, freedom was always in the hearts of its people. Guiding Romania in its transition to freedom after 1989 meant coping with a national heritage of resignation and suspicion that burdened the process of democratization. Nevertheless, while much of the rest of Southeast Europe reeled through deadly turmoil in the 1990's and too many of its leaders fought democracy rather than promoted it, Romania chose the course of democracy over authoritarian rule. This fact should in itself be proof of the value placed upon freedom and democracy by the people of Romania. 

1 Romania joined the allies in 1944 after deposing Hitler’s ally, Marshal Antonescu, in a coop 

Remaining Issues

The legacies of Romania’s misrule under Nicolae Ceausescu prompts most of the other concerns expressed regarding Romania’s NATO accession. The government is addressing these matters and will, undoubtedly, succeed in correcting some, but not necessarily all problems before November. The five major areas of concern are as follows:

Xenophobia and Anti-Semitism: Romania is neither predominantly xenophobic nor anti-Semitic. It has elements of both such aberrations, but some NATO members have these problems in greater abundance. Nevertheless, the government passed an ordinance which bans anti-Semitism and all of its related symbols, resulting in the removal of monuments to the wartime military leader, Marshal Antonescu, erected by some localities and extremist political parties. The ordinance bans any commemorations of war criminals.

There is an additional concern surrounding the ascendency of Corneliu Vadim Tudor, the ultra-nationalist who scored an upset in the 2000 Presidential election by garnering a third of the vote.
Yet, no one is suggesting that France does not share the same values as the rest of NATO because Jean-Marie Le Pen scored a similar upset last month in its presidential elections. Both men rode a wave of discontent over official corruption, establishment politics, and local issues that were manifested by a large turnout of "protest votes." Since the election in Romania, however, Tudor’s popularity has slipped dramatically in the polls and even his own party is seeking to create a less radical face for the 2004 elections.

Former Securitate Members: Following Romania’s 1989 revolution, former Securitate officers did not all disappear. Senator Sergiu Nicolaescu, head of the Commission for Defense and National Security of the Romanian Senate, said that in 1990, the Romanian Intelligence Service sent the American secret services a "list with the former Securitate employees." The list included names of thousands of former officers that worked undercover and as party activists. Nicolaescu reported that this list includes persons still active in all political parties, members of Parliament, and some major businessmen and members of former governments. Can they be trusted with NATO secrets? Romania's Supreme Council for National Defense has announced plans to establish screening procedures to vet individuals who will have access to sensitive NATO information. The purpose of this process is to identify former members of the Securitate and exclude them from obtaining such information. 

Official Corruption: Sadly, official corruption in Romania is endemic and systemic. It has gotten progressively worse year by year. Up until a month ago, each Romanian government since 1990 did little more than provide lip service to the problem, while bribery, graft and other forms of corruption grew unchallenged. While official corruption is a serious problem in several NATO member countries, those nations at least have some prosecutorial and judicial checks and balances in place that work. The Romanian government has now created a special anti-corruption prosecutor and special police units that are to begin operations in September; the government has proposed increased financial disclosure rules for Romanian parliamentarians, introduced governmental conflict of interest legislation, and pledged to pass a new code of ethics for civil servants, introduce new party financing laws and ratify a number of international anti-corruption conventions. These are all significant actions — but they are not enough to effectively tackle official corruption.

It would be in Romania’s best interests if NATO set certain benchmarks that would ensure that the government’s laudable actions are followed by actual results. For example, special anti-corruption courts must be set up where the special prosecutor can bring his cases in order to avoid bringing them before the tainted court system that should, in fact, be the first target of the prosecutors actions. Guidelines for the appointment of unblemished and incorruptible persons to anti-corruption posts should be established to ensure public confidence in the process. Real financial disclosure, including the sources of wealth of government and judicial officials, will be a major stumbling block. Inquiring as to how a public figure managed to amass a fortune while working for government entities at government salaries, ought to test the true rigor of the new laws. As the United States Ambassador, Michael Guest, has bluntly stated, Romania’s failure to forcefully deal with widespread corruption in the economy and in government, threatens Romania’s accession to NATO. 

Restitution: The restitution regime in Romania is so thoroughly flawed as to raise doubts that Romania ever intended to honor Protocol No. 1 of the European Convention on Human Rights — which makes a property right a human right under international law. The argument that the original confiscations violated the victims’ human rights is impossible to refute, and the procedures adopted by Romania to rectify such violations appear to have perpetuated them. Here too, a benchmark should be set for Romania to revise its restitution laws so as to demonstrate its shared commitment to human rights. We commend the reader to the article entitled "Romania Asks H&R How To Improve Restitution" in The Romanian Digest™, February 2002 issue, Volume VII, No. II, found at our web site, www.hr.ro , for additional details.

Economic Reform: Critics cite Romania’s current impoverished state as a reason why Romania might not be able to upgrade its military hardware as required by NATO. In fact, Romania has been upgrading and reforming its military equipment for quite a while. Its economy is also looking much brighter as a result of some extraordinary things, e.g., Romania today has the most IT specialists of any nation in Europe — Great Britain is second. The Romanian economy is growing — growth in GDP in 2001 reached 4.8 %; and the IMF projects that the Romanian economy will grow at the fastest pace in the region in 2002 — 4.6 %. Privatization may begin to speed up too. It would be foolish to consider Romania’s current state as a harbinger of the future. The nation is in transition — albeit longer and more painful than expected. The size of its population, its geographic location on the Black Sea and at the mouth of the Danube, its natural resources, and its highly talented people, all demonstrate a worthy economic future capable of supporting its NATO commitments.

Conclusion 

Charlemagne’s column in The Economist of April 6, 2002, entitled "A Nastase Shock for NATO," suggests that while NATO has become more of a "political" institution than a military one, even on this score, Romania is a laggard. It noted that Romanian politics is, " . . . to a large extent, a competition between rival clans . . ." and that the country lagged behind other applicants because of its "fragile democracy" and its population which is ". . . by no means wedded to western civic values." 

Charlemagne, you got it wrong. While he may be right about the rival clans of business interests that manipulate Romanian politics (as also happens in a few NATO-member countries), Romania has demonstrated that far from being a fragile democracy, it can weather changes in government and leadership quite well, and resist the regional winds of chaos that engulfed some of its neighbors in the 1990s. 

While Charlemagne’s concerns may be misplaced, the concerns expressed by people like Ambassador Guest have merit. Indeed, Romania may not be able to adequately deal with issues like combating official corruption and instituting fair restitution by November. The government will need specificity as to what it must do to appropriately deal with the matters raised by member states. Besides clarifying current generalities, an unequivocal statement of what must ghhoccur in the way of real action on these matters would lessen internal opposition to changes that might otherwise be too difficult to implement quickly. Immediate accession predicated upon the future timely completion of specific benchmarks will hasten progress in Romania.
The reason that NATO membership is important to the people of Romania is the same reason why Romania’s accession is important to the alliance. NATO membership has become — rightly or wrongly — a statement of unity and acceptance. The people of Romania may be poor for the moment, but they are not the second class citizens of Europe. Their history, their culture and their political institutions are as European as any other nationality, and the Romanian people have proven themselves worthy of NATO membership. Treat Romania as a partner and it will be a good and faithful ally. +

Altough the following article is about the Serbian Orthodox political culture, the Orthodox church is the state supported church in Rumania also, so the following is applicable to both countrzás political culture.

 THE SOUTHERN SLAV QUESTION

Translator’s preface


Between 1950 and 1952, the Information Review of the Emigrant Press Archives, a Hungarian language emigree publication, appeared in Germany three times a year, sometimes with attachments.  From the point of view of my profession (political science) the most interesting was the first issue in 1951, in which István Sisa discussed the situation of the Serb emigrants in Austria at the time, under the pseudonym of Kassai, followed by a four page article by Elemér Homonnay, entitled: “Pravoszláv Egyáz harca a katolicizmus ellen Jugoszláviában”  (The Struggle of the Pravoslav Church against Catholicism in Yugoslavia.) and another one-page article by the same author: “Bizánc harca Róma és Mekka ellen” (The Struggle of The Byzantine Empire against Rome and Mecca).   This served as an introduction to the 25-page book-review which followed.


The author of the reviewed book, Dr. Ivo Pilár, wrote his work: Die Südslavische Frage (The Southern Slav Question) under the pseudonym of L. v. Südland. An Austrian army officer of K.und K. (Kaiser and King), wrote a detailed 25 page critique of the book, which was translated and published in the 1951 issue of the “Szemle” (Information Review).


The aforementioned three introductory articles and the book review are so timely today that the whole group of articles should be published in several languages and widely distributed.  The texts deal with the influence of religion on the expressed political culture, which is hardly recognized even today.  This is proven by the events which took place in Trianon, Palestine, Kosovo, and which are taking place today in Iraq and the whole of the Arab world.   

           In his almost 800-page book, Südland thoroughly explains the problem of the Southern Slavs. According to Südland, the problem is that the Southern Slavs inherited the value system of  the Byzantine (Orthodox) Church and they continue to apply the same methods.  He explains in detail the political and cultural values of the Orthodox Church.  In this introduction there is no room for a detailed analysis, so I will quote just a few observations.  


“The fundamental philosophy of the Byzantine idea of state is that the protection and self-determination of the individual must be obtained by lawful means.” This means that disobedience to the state, by an individual or a group, is a sin. This philosophy is rendered more effective by the fact that both the individual and the Orthodox Church was subordinate to the state according to the philosophy of caesaro-papism. Therefore, disagreement with the state, in the form of revolution, is a sin in the eyes of the Church.  Therefore an Orthodox state can more easily prey on the people and oppress them than a Catholic or Protestant state can, because it is more unlikely that a revolution will break out in an Orthodox state.  As a result, an Orthodox state is more enduring.


The effect of the Byzantine ideology is that the individual citizen becomes just as power-hungry as the state.  Moreover, in an Orthodox state, anyone who is of another religion, is never regarded as a first-class citizen, since he/she cannot be so easily oppressed! Obviously this greed for exclusive power and this feeling of superiority, which is present in Serbia today, causes the sufferings of the (non-orthodox) Hungarians or Albanians in Serbia.  The book makes it understandable why those Serbs who persecute and kill the Hungarians are not even bothered by their conscience.  

Südland’s conclusions are cause for mankind to fear.  The Orthodox state, ceteris paribus, (all other things being equal) is politically more active, stronger and more vital than the Catholic state.  According to Südland the difference between the Orthodox and Catholic Churches is that the Orthodox Church is based on hatred whereas the Catholic Church is based on love.

         According to Südland, the innermost core  of the South Slav question is that the whole of the Balkans, territory which at one time belonged to The Byzantine Empire, must be re-conquered. Only  Orthodox believers and Orthodox peoples have the right to live in the Balkan Peninsula.  All others must be eradicated forcefully or with trickery.  This plan originates not from the Serb but from the Orthodox mentality.  This is also the explanation for the minority politics of the Romanians.  Recognizing this, the inhumane decision of Trianon, which forced non-Orthodox peoples to live under Orthodox rule, appears even more merciless.


Südland’s view is well-founded.  Vladimir Solovjev (1854-1900), a Russian mystical philosopher of the 19th century, who converted to Catholicism from the Orthodox religion, expressed this same view of the Russian Orthodox Church in his work: Russia and the Universal Church.  It is interesting to note that Solovjev was not  allowed to publish his book in Russia but in 1887, he was able to publish it in the Roman Catholic Croatia.  At least he was not beaten to death. 


A similar book was published in Hungary in 1993 by Imre Zsolnay, a professor of history and pedagogy: From The Byzantine Empire to Bolshevism, which is in full harmony with the views of Südland.  Beside this, many other books and articles have appeared on the same subject.


The writer of this introduction sees the differences between the Orthodox and Western Christianity as the reason for the 1956 Hungarian Revolution.  He explains this in his doctoral dissertation: Cultural and Political Patterns of Communism in Central Europe. Case Study of the Soviet-Hungarian Relationship 1948-1956. To support his thesis he quotes the fact that there were uprisings against the Soviet regime in Catholic States such as Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, East Germany, and Croatia.  The much more nationalistic Orthodox Serbs, Bulgarians, Romanians and Ukrainians and even the Russians never rose up against their Soviet oppressors.  Moreover, the Orthodox nationalist F. Korsakov used the example of the Biblical Job to calm the Russian people and discourage them from revolting against the oppressive government, stating that even such oppression is the will of God and the oppressors received their power from God.  (See “Russian Destinies” in “From under the Rubble” which was edited by Solzhenitsyn, an Orthodox Russian, in 1973.)   


The Soviet Union has been dissolved but the Russian occupiers treat the Chechens just as the Serbs treat the Kosovans or the Hungarians of Vajdaság (Bácska).


More details can be found on the Internet, therefore the book is not a fabrication.

Book review
OUR NEIGHBORS IN THE BALANCE
Introduction


The structure of the Monarchy was in a state of collapse, as a result of the insurrections that had erupted in the Balkans, when a book was published in Vienna in 1918, which was a belated cry of alarm.  This book was the culmination of 20 years of painstaking research, whose goal was to enlighten the world to the dark milieu of the Balkans, where fanatics, influenced by the Byzantine ideology, had worked for decades, even centuries, with an unprecedented purposefulness to bring the entire Southern Slav world under their power.   


Serbia and the Serbs played the principal role in that enormous power struggle.  The above-mentioned book shed light on the motivation, the secret particulars and  Byzantine characteristics of this role in the light of history, so expertly and with a captivating power the likes of which had never been seen before.
Shortly after this monumental historical work appeared, the Monarchy collapsed and, as a result, the book could not be circulated among the population.  The Entente Committee for the Cease-fire, which arrived in Vienna, acceded to the demands of the Serbs, and ordered  the confiscation and shredding of all books in the bookstores.  Later, the Serb Royal Embassy did all it could to find any remaining copies and destroy them.  In the confusing time following the collapse of the Monarchy, this book that had, in effect, been sentenced to death, had no effect and it fell into oblivion.  

However it was not only the book that was sentenced to death, but also the author, Dr. Ivo Pilar, a Viennese functionary of Croatian origin. Referring to his origin and knowledge of the Balkan situation, he published the book under the pseudonym of L. von Südland [i.e. Southern Land]. The death sentence was not imposed by a court but was dictated by the Balkan thirst for revenge and the execution could be carried out only ten years later.  It took that much time for those who were on his trail to find out who he was and where he lived.  The execution was simple and in the style of the Balkans.  He was tricked into a side street in Zagreb and was thrown from a third-floor window.  After the fall, he was still alive, so he was beaten to death.  

We wish to save the work– at least a part of it – of the writer who was sentenced to death along with his book, and we believe that we provide a useful service for all those who are interested in the Southern Slav political events and the spiritual motivation behind them. Events change in the life of nations but the historical and spiritual motivations usually remain the same.  If we recognize these then we can more easily and with greater certainty judge the present and predict the future. In spite of the fact that it seems to be outdated, we believe that Südland’s work counts as a rarity and addresses issues of current interest. 

a K und K (Kaiser and King, i.e. an Austrian Army) officer

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

Translator’s Note: Both the reviewed book and its author are real. There is an "Ivo Pilar" Institute of Social Sciences, founded by the Council of the University of Zagreb in 1991. It functions under the auspices of the Ministry of Science and Technology of the Republic of Croatia. The Institute, which provides support for research, brings together 72 full-time employees and over 100 research associates and advisors. It also integrates the activities of three regional centers. (http://www.iwm.at/access/team-cr.htm) 

According to Internet information, there were  two new editions of the book published: L. V. Sudland, South -Slav Question. Display of Complete Question, Edition of Matica Hrvatska, Zagreb 1943, and  L. V. Sudland, (Ivo Pilar). Južnoslovensko pitanje, Hrvatska demokratska zajednica. Podružnica Varaždin, 1990.  We have not been able to locate copies of either the 1943 or the 1990 editions, or the original.

More information about Pilar-Südland or his book can be found on the internet search engine under Ivo Pilar or L. von Sudland.

* * * * * *

THE SOUTHERN SLAV QUESTION

(Die Südslavische Frage)

L. v. Südland

Vienna, 1918 Mainz-Verlag 


In his book, in order to give a thorough explanation, Südland discusses the problem of all the Southern Slavs.  The author, as he writes in his introduction, from the time he was a child, had the opportunity to visit all the states of the Balkans and become familiar with the people, their language and their customs.  Slowly the research of the Southern Slavs became a passion for him.  This stimulated him to find explanations for all the incomprehensible, invisible, and insurmountable obstacles which constantly faced all those who, because of their positions, wanted to create a lasting peace between the peoples living there.  For many years, he studied the literature, history and politics of the Southern Slavs.  He collected their brochures, newspaper clippings, and studied sociological and anthropological articles.  He visited the ancient historic sites of the Balkans, in order to conduct his research in the original locations and speak to the local people.  

In spite of all his efforts and detailed research, in the early decades he was unable to establish a comprehensive picture of the development of the Southern Slavs.  . . .  “It was only when we researched the religious history of the Balkan Peninsula and when we developed a knowledge of Byzantine history and Byzantine spiritual life, that we recognized the content of the Byzantine philosophy which was difficult to understand.  Then the cataracts fell from our eyes and only then we noticed the horrible and shackling truth in its total nakedness,” states Südland.  

Südland’s recognition of the Byzantine philosophy is a theme which is repeated throughout the whole book and he shows how the Byzantine Empire influenced the history of the Serbs.  “This book is the cry of a tortured soul” he writes in his introduction, “which over the course of  twenty years has seen the basic power of the Monarchy in the South gradually disappear . . . May this book be the  vox clamantis in deserto (a voice crying in the desert) so that things down there may not continue in this way, because otherwise the state will suffer a loss that cannot be recovered. . .”

The voice crying in the desert came too late but, even now, more than three decades later, it is still worth bearing in mind the writer’s warning.  Of course, in a series of excerpts, we can get only a pale picture of the outstanding work.  Our first intention is that, instead of historical facts, we will give a historical analysis of the facts. 

Südland used more than 200 sources in preparation for his book.  The book is divided into ten chapters.

I.  The Origin of the Balkan Slavs
VI: What is the core of the Southern Slav Question?

II. The Croatians and the Establishment of   VII.  The Monarchy and the Southern Slavs.
      of Croatia. 

III. The Serbs and the Establishment of 
VIII. Efforts toward Croatian-Serb Unification 

      Serbia

IV. The Establishment of Bosnia

IX.  The Solution to the Southern Slav Problem

V.  Catholicism and Orthodoxy

X.  Bibliography


In this review we will examine the chapters indicated by bold print.


We wish to inform you that Südland does not show any particular sympathy toward the Hungarians.  However he praises the Hungarian political talent.  We should emphasize especially his great admiration and esteem for the Bosnian-Hungarian governor, Benjamin Kállay, whom Südland considered the greatest expert on the Serbian question, even in international context.  Chapter IX. provides a solution to the Southern Slav problem, according to which, from the states of Croatia-Slavonia, Dalmatia, and Bosnia-Hezegovina, a separate state should have been formed and this state, along with the continued Monarchy, would have provided the status of a  co-dominium to establish a balance of power.  

V. CATHOLICISM AND ORTHODOXY

(pp. 233-296)


In the first part of this chapter the author points out the historical reasons that the two churches became separate.  At the same time, he states that they were not religious reasons but rather political.  


The first reason was the difference in the  disposition of the Greek and Roman peoples and the different pattern of development of the two peoples.  The Greeks’ cultural development was many-sided because of the very rich and very different levels of influence from the Near East.  At the same time, this prevented the inner unity of the Greek people, so they never became authoritative.   Rome, on the other hand, did not have as many outside influences.  This is why we can state that the Roman culture was not many-sided and therefore the political development was more unified and more powerful.  This made Rome more suitable to become an outstanding state, the likes of which had never before been seen in history.  


“The more powerful Rome conquered Hellas.  This is when the hatred between the Romans and the Greeks began.  The Romans despised the ‘graeculus mendax’.  The Greeks despised the uncultured Roman warriors and the hard politicians, who were unwilling to acknowledge that they could not live without the Greek culture.”


Another important reason for the eventual separation was that there was a difference between how the Romans and the Greeks perceived the idea of statehood.  For the Greeks the idea of state meant that the individual was totally subordinate to the state.  Plato’s idea of state came from this concept. The Roman concept of state was the opposite; it protected individual self-determination within the law.  


Except for the time of Alexander the Great, who was half Greek, the Greeks only began to be a political factor when they lost their independence as a state and came under the influence of Rome for a long period of time.  Then, within the Roman Empire, the Greeks were able to use the advantages they had gained during the time of Alexander.  When the Roman Empire separated into two parts in AD 395, in the Eastern part, the Greeks slowly came into power and displaced from their language and consciousness, the Roman elements in their society.  Even with this ethnic victory, the Greeks were not a unified race, but in language, religion and culture, Hellenism became a concept, the concept of Greek civilization.  The people itself was a mixture of the Balkan Slavs, Germanic peoples and especially the Syro-semites of Asia Minor.  In general, this mixture of peoples and cultures strengthened the Eastern Roman Empire, so much that it lasted for more than a thousand years longer than its counterpart.  After the fall of Rome, the Byzantine Empire or Eastern Roman Empire regarded herself as the only heir to the Roman World Empire, although she lacked the material and moral strength which she needed to carry out the responsibility of this task.  First of all, she lacked a strong ethnic unity, without which she could not reach the peak of historic achievement.  


Rome, however, did not give up the struggle and the Roman aristocracy, with the help of the Germanic peoples, regained their power, not only to restore the Western Roman Empire but also to regain the glory of the Roman Empire from the hated and despised Greeks. At Christmas-time, in AD 800, Pope Leo III. crowned Charlemagne, the strongest political figure in the Western World at that time, as Western Roman Emperor.  This act caused the power-hungry Eastern Romans to hate the Papacy.  This political event was the main reason for the continued separation and hostility between the Eastern and Western Churches, as long as the Byzantine Empire existed, while the questions of dogma took a secondary role.  


Although the schism came about for political reasons, the fundamental reason for the struggle between the churches was each one’s claim to the sanctified right to obtain world power. This is why there was hardly any possibility of mending the schism.  The daughter of the last Byzantine Emperor married Ivan III. of Russia and, with this marriage, the Byzantine Empire handed over its inherited role as ruler of the world to Russia.   Russia, with this inheritance, with Orthodox caesaro-papism  and Byzantine imperialism became what we now see.   The author asks: “Can we count on Russia, for any reason, ever giving up this imperialism?”  He answers  his question: “No, not on any account, rather we can expect her to want to strengthen this goal and extend her territories even farther, with all the results this will bring. . .”    






*
*
*
*


In AD 324, on the order of Constantine I. Christianity became the state religion in the Byzantine Empire.  He insisted upon one condition that, without reservation, the Church was to serve the interests of the State.  “It is understandable that the Church, in order to avoid persecution, accepted this condition.  Ever since, she has found it impossible to free herself of this condition, although she has made many desperate attempts to do so.  The 1100 year-old Byzantine Empire foiled every attempt.  The Byzantine Empire was so powerful that it was able to weather all kinds of storms and keep the Church subordinate to the State.  The Eastern Church defeated herself with her own weapons.” 


The Greek philosophy prevailed and the Orthodox Church accepted the necessity of the individual becoming subordinate to the State.  In the eyes of the State the Church was nothing more than a larger individual entity. 


Over the course of history the State and the Church grew together like “body and soul”.  Theoretically, the soul, that is the Church, maintained its superiority, but the State dominated the everyday life of the people.  This dualism developed into the so-called “caesaro-papism”.  The government of the State and the Church was in the hands of one person, so that the State and Church became forged together as body and soul.  How perfect this union was is shown by the  law which Emperor Leo brought into being:  “If a state law proves to be more expedient than a canon law, the former must be adopted.  The reverse is also true: if an ecclesiastical law is more expedient, then it should be adopted.”   In this way all differences between State and Church, between Emperor and Clergy were swept away and a situation was established which even today is found in most Orthodox nations.  

 
The author compares the establishment of the Byzantine Empire with the progress of Rome and he comes to the following conclusion: If we study the development of the Byzantine Empire and the Roman Empire, side by side, we will notice that neither state was able to work well with the Church.  In both places, a bitter struggle took place.  One difference was that in the Byzantine Empire, the State was superior to the Church, while in the West the Church was unable to achieve such superiority.  Another difference was that, in the East, the situation became stabilized.  The State and Church cooperated under Canon Law, in a relationship like body and soul and, although there was always a dispute between them on minor matters, an orderly symbiosis was developed.  In Rome, the situation was totally different, where the Church was unable to fulfill its own demands, which to the present it has not given up, and it is just for this reason that the relationship between Church and State is not in balance and the problem is not solved.  It is not possible to know when the two will clash with each other.  






*
*
*
*
*


Südland makes an interesting statement about the differences in the political viewpoints of the two Churches.


“In an Orthodox state the Church is one part of the State.  It receives its position and glory from the State.  The hierarchy of the Church is very involved in matters of state, since the two exist in a symbiosis.  If the Orthodox state is in difficulties, the Orthodox clergy feel the repercussions.  The result of this situation is that the Orthodox clergy wholeheartedly support the Orthodox state, even if they have to sacrifice some religious interests temporarily. This is a phenomenon which has not been manifested, at least to such an extent, in the Roman Catholic Church.  The State is able to do a lot, however it cannot do everything.  It appears as if the State needs the Church as a partner.  The State is able to influence the conscious spiritual life;  however it cannot influence the unconscious.  Only religion and the Church are able to enter the territory beyond the threshold of consciousness.


That state which unrestrictedly rules the Church, can have a more far-reaching influence on the people, with positive and negative results.  The Orthodox state can, therefore, more easily oppress the people and treat them more harshly than can a Catholic state, simply because a revolution is less likely to erupt in an Orthodox state.  If one does break out accidentally, there is much less chance of it succeeding.  


There has hardly ever been a state which has oppressed its citizens as much as the Byzantine Empire did.  The Byzantine Empire dared to do this because, through the medium of the Church, it had a strong influence over the people.  The same situation is in effect in Russia today, according to Südland. 


As a result of this the Orthodox state is much stronger and more enduring than the Catholic state.  It is able to withstand much more adversity from inside and outside pressures, without losing its strength.  Most historians have expressed admiration for the unheard-of hardy life-strength which made it possible for the State to withstand so many misfortunes, and inner struggles. In spite of unbelievable moral, social and political corruption, it was able to fight off its enemies.  In the same way, Russia’s cohesive strength amazes us: once a land is annexed to Russia, it unmistakably tends to cause the colossus to blend together.”  


The author goes on to show the unbelievable regenerative power of the Orthodox state and, in connection with this, he brings up, among others, the example of the Serbs.


“As we have seen, the Turks were very thorough in their destruction and division of the Serb state.  The poor, ignorant peasants were very brave in revolting against such a huge power and they were successful in creating a new state in one stroke.  It was not in vain that, because of this, the Serbs in Central Europe gained the admiration of Ranke, Kállay and others . . .  The Serbs were the first people who were able to gain their freedom and regenerate their state because their national church was an invisible force which, throughout the centuries, constantly generated the power to restore their state.” 


Südland then writes about Russia in the following prophetic words, giving the reason for Russia’s constant attempts to conquer Constantinople, that is, the Byzantine inheritance.  

“Why did Russia do this with such rare tenacity?  In order to create a Roman Empire of the Slav nations and, in addition to this fearsome power, to obtain Europe as well.  Woe to Europe if they are able to accomplish this!” 

In connection with the reason for the Orthodox state’s ability to regenerate itself, the author again mentions the theory of the body and soul that has been canonized, according to which the relationship between the State and the Church is only normal if the Orthodox Church resides in the State as the soul resides in the body.   But beware of the Orthodox State!  We misunderstand the concept of the religious exclusiveness of the Orthodox state, if we accept the thesis that the Anatolian Church [i.e. the Orthodox Church], at some time in the future, might find a Catholic, or Muslim state worthy of being its place of residence.  In a heterodox state, from time to time, it is possible to bridge the gap but the Anatolian Church would never accept such a solution as final.


To prove his thesis, the author quotes Professor Cvijic: “The Serbs, with all their power and might, with their full being, represent true nationalism, their own goal and that of the Southern Slavs.  This is only possible on a national basis.  This is why no foreign [i.e. non Orthodox] power will ever find a Serb who will serve it loyally. . .”  


This thesis can be valid reciprocally.  People who practice a non-orthodox religion in an Orthodox state can never be counted as first-class citizens.  This is true in the Byzantine Empire where, in order for someone to be counted as a Greek and as a first-class citizen, he has to belong to the Orthodox Church.  Therefore we can conclude that, just as the Orthodox state does not recognize a non-orthodox person as a full citizen, the Orthodox citizen does not recognize a non-orthodox state, in which he is forced to live, as a valid state. 


However, we cannot condemn the millions of Orthodox Christians who live in non-orthodox states, because they are completely innocent and ignorant of this fact and carry this fateful heritage in their unconscious. 


It is surprising that the Orthodox clergy does not play a major role in the political life of the state.  Active political work is not appropriate for the clergy.  The clergy, especially the higher dignitaries of the Church, in most cases, remain in the background and instead they endeavor to delegate their work to state agencies or to the people themselves. This behavior can be observed only under normal conditions. In an abnormal situation, especially in a heterodox state, the Orthodox clergy go to the other extreme and become more involved in politics than the Catholic clergy.   


We can state that, in general, the Roman Catholic clergy play a more open role in politics and this role in many cases is questionable and often intentionally directed against the State.  Often, the higher dignitaries of the Church are active politicians.  We can state that there is no precedent for this among the Orthodox clergy.  This seems to be contrary to the intensive political influence of the Orthodox Church.  This can be explained by the fact that the activity of the Orthodox clergy is for the most part invisible.  It takes place backstage and from there they maneuver and intervene.  Their most important activity is the circulation of political ideas by which they influence the people.  Among the Serb people, political enlightenment and the swift spread of political ideas is very obvious.  This is a characteristic example of the activities of the Orthodox clergy.  

 
Among the many responsibilities which the Orthodox Church delegates to the State is the propagation of the Orthodox religion.  The Greek Orthodox Church has never been strongly involved in missionary work. They willingly hand over this tiring, dangerous and unappreciated work to the western fanatics [i.e. western Churches].  The Orthodox Church expands its reach by subduing entire states and, with the full power of the [Orthodox] state, can legally propagate their religion.  Every religion has the desire to make converts because, if it does not expand, it will decline. In the Orthodox states, it is the religious force which continuously drives the politics of expansion.  


We must not ignore this religious force when we discuss the Southern Slav question because it was the failure to recognize it which caused the Monarchy’s lack of success in Balkan politics.


The Orthodox state “ceteris paribus” [“everything else being equal”] is politically more active, stronger and more vital than the Catholic state.  






*
*
*
*
*


In the following chapter, Südland discusses the moral attitude and characteristics of the of the Byzantine society and of the individual.  He states in the introduction that the moral corruption of the Byzantine Empire, which the monasteries especially tried to fight, to a certain extent remains even today in the successors of the Byzantine Empire, who unfortunately still carry with them this sad legacy.  None of the peoples who adopted the Byzantine religion was able to free itself from this Byzantine poison.  


We cannot get a true picture of the Eastern Orthodox Church and its characteristics unless  we compare it to the Roman Catholic Church.  The believers of Roman Catholicism possess a moral ambition and the Church has built a system by which the average believer rejects immorality.   This system works strongly and creates barriers to sin with ideas of everlasting life,  eternal damnation, hell and the devil etc.  If the religious consciousness is strong enough, then, most of the time, these moral barriers are enough to protect the believers from straying. 


In regard  to the Eastern Christians, we have to consider that, at the time of the Byzantine Empire, they sacrificed all their valuable possessions to their insatiable thirst for power.  This spirit has infected both the Church and the believers.  The individual citizens became as power-hungry as the state.  The ruthless thirst for power and the drive for individual advantages was incompatible with the drive to respect moral standards and the inhibitive  ideas that follow from morality.  These ideas were discarded because they were a confusing nuisance.  As a result of the teachings of the Eastern Christian State and Church, the Orthodox people simply became unrestrained and knew no limits.  The Eastern Christians also speak of the transitoriness of the world, sin, everlasting suffering, life which is pleasing to God, maybe even more so than the Roman Catholics, but these are empty words and do not encourage ideas in the souls of the believers.  When an opportunity for personal advantage offers itself to an Eastern Christian, he takes it and no sense of moral duty prevents him from so doing. 


But this is not enough, the author says.  The Byzantine Empire came to the conclusion that evil itself is power.  Thus, evil was used in a cunning way to increase power . . . This unscrupulousness can be observed in Serbia, Romania and Russia. 


There is, however, another side to this frightening picture, which is actually good.  The Orthodox Church develops a much stronger individual than the Roman Catholic Church can in general.  The Orthodox believer does not rely on anybody. He lacks trust in others, unlike the Roman Catholic. . .  Since the Orthodox believer does not trust anyone, he also does not expect anyone to trust him, so he must be more diligent and more intense.  He cannot offer mercy, clemency or leniency and he does not even expect it for himself.  He knows for sure that only strength, knowledge, cunning and intrigue can save him.  He develops these characteristics to the full extent.  The driving force of his activity is the desire for power and this is why he makes sure that he is there, where the authority is, where there is acknowledgment and money and where other means to power can be obtained . . .


To camouflage these dangerous characteristics, over the course of time written and oral communication has been developed, which is very appealing.  For this societal communication between the Byzantine Christians, there are strict formulae based on origin and convention, which have to be followed ceremoniously and elaborately, and conducted with calmness and dignity, which takes a great deal of time.  Their speech is very unctuous, dripping with warm empathy and good wishes, with a flowery moral quality, none of which is present in the Byzantine religion.  This way of speaking was developed for the purpose of camouflaging the lack of religious feelings and the latent readiness to fight.   


Added to this is a deep solidarity among themselves against the non-orthodox religions, which can be observed among the Byzantine Christians. The liturgy of the Byzantine religion demonstrates that it nourishes their inner-connections.  The Catholics, on the other hand, go to church to connect with God without interruption, and  with fervent prayer hope to gain strength and find comfort and consolation.  The church is constructed to provide the milieu for this.  It is totally different in the Orthodox religion, where the individual connection with God does not seem to be present.  The Orthodox Christians go to church to sing together, everyone kisses the cross and everyone takes part in the service.  The singing, the long service, and repeated prayers, conducted in the vernacular, influence the people with the power of suggestion, which they find comforting.  This is a very different atmosphere. . . Everyone feels the strong bonds which bind him to the rest of the believers. . . The main goal of the Orthodox service is to chain the believers to the church and nourish the feeling of solidarity and the strength of the masses and keep it alive.  This is why Orthodoxy has the ability to achieve its goal with the masses.  The service itself is used for the purposes of Power. . . 





*
*
*
*
*

The Basic Theory of Byzantinism and Orthodoxy


In this section, the author sheds light on the reason that the Slav peoples became the medium for the Orthodox Religion.  To understand this, we have to take into account the aforementioned facts. The Greeks, the most able people of ancient times, could not boast of a lasting political success. In spite of this, because of the aforementioned reasons, they outlived the Romans and, after the fall of the Roman Empire, in the Eastern part of the Empire, they were able to make headway, even in the time of their decline.  Thus, a large Empire fell into their hands, a world power, along with traditions and the concept of world rule.  Yet, as a people, the basis of every state, they were in a decline and in total dissolution.  In the case of certain fatal sicknesses, in the last stage of death the desire to live suddenly flares up.  This is what happened to the Greeks.  On the threshold of death, the desire for life and greatness, the thirst for power and rule was renewed.  But they did not have the strength necessary to realize it.   

  However, the Byzantine Empire recognized the strength of the Slav masses and this is the reason that three quarters of the Slavs in the world are Orthodox.  This is not an accidental phenomenon; there is a reason behind it.  The only accident is that some Slav tribes were neighbors of The Byzantine Empire. The Russians were not neighbors.  There were other peoples who were neighbors of The Byzantine Empire, who did not become Orthodox, like the Croatians and the Hungarians.  What was the deciding factor in this?  asks Südland.  He answers his own question.  


According to Südland, the majority of the Slavs considered themselves to be politically inferior.  One reason for this was that, in the Slav soul, the world of feelings predominated and  suppressed the world of intellect.  Another reason was that, since most of them were occupied with agriculture, they considered ownership of land to be more important than politics.  This does not mean to say that the Slavs did not like freedom but they loved the land even more than their freedom.  The political inferiority of the Slavs had an unfavorable effect on their community life. They were always dissatisfied and they were longing for help and order.  This frame of mind made it easy for the Orthodox Church to influence them because it felt it was its responsibility to give to the Greek people whatever would help them to progress and maintain a higher standard.


The Orthodox Church spoke to the Slav people in this way: “Pay homage to me and I will give you world rule.  Look, it is not necessary for you to be strong, warlike or even knowledgeable or virtuous; you can still obtain world rule.  Just stay with me.”


The majority of the Slav people concluded the bargain.  They sold their Aryan-Slav soul for political power.


The proof that it happened in this way is the case of the two Slav peoples who refused to accept the conversion to Orthodoxy – the Croatians and the Poles. These two most typical Slav feudal states were strong enough to create an aristocracy for themselves and establish the internal political order which the rest of the Slav peoples were lacking, causing them to become victims to the orthodox temptation.    

The Byzantine Hatred


At the basis of the beliefs of every religion is the concept that it considers itself to be the only means of salvation, and this is why it is more or less intolerant toward other religions.  In the history of the world there has hardly ever been a religion which has advocated such an intense hatred toward other religions as Islam.  In spite of this, in the Ottoman Empire, other believers were allowed to practice their religion and they belonged to the political structure of the state. (Rajah)


Catholicism strives for universalism and cannot be tolerant of other religions.  This was evident in the events of the Middle Ages.  It must be pointed out that, in this intolerance, only the clerics were active, while the Catholic believers were inclined to merely ignore members of other religions. In modern times, religious tolerance among Catholics has progressed to the point where the Catholic believers are accepted by believers of other religions as their most favored neighbors and co-citizens.  


The situation among the Orthodox believers is quite the contrary.  The Orthodox believer hates believers of other religions.  To live together with people of different religions is an unbearable suffering for them.  This is why they instinctively try to keep themselves separate.  Where the historical progression has forced them to live among other religions, the Orthodox believers create a separate area  (like a ghetto) to maintain their distance from the others, like the Serb quarter in Bosnia.  Woe to the believer of another religion who finds himself in the Orthodox quarter.  He will be forced from there by the selective human viciousness.


The author brings up a number of examples to prove his thesis.  Among others, he quotes a Frenchman, Viconte de la Jonquière:  “Si par impossible l’Empire de Byzance renaisserait, on assisterait bientôt à une persécution religieuse contre les non-orthodoxes qui dépasserait de bien loin toutes les horreurs des guerres de religion du seizième siècle. . .” (1881)   (If by some impossibility the Byzantine Empire were to be reborn, we would witness a religious persecution against the non-orthodox which would surpass by far all the horrors of the wars of religion of the sixteenth century. . .)


Many recognize the hostile attitude of the Serbs toward the people of other religions with whom they have to live.   This can be observed especially in Bosnia, where the Serbs try to force out the Muslims and Catholics from their land in this territory.  Südland also brings up many historical examples of this and explains the reason for the Serbs’ hostility to be the teachings of the Orthodox Church, which states that every citizen of the Orthodox State should be a member of the  Orthodox Church.  This idea is in the soul of every orthodox believer and, if the Orthodox state does not exist, he tries to achieve it.  This hatred is particularly intense against Catholics and Catholicism, as many famous historians have recorded, such as Pichler, Finlay Gfrörer, Helfert, Fallmerayer, etc.   This hatred is alive not only among the Serbs but also among the Romanian Orthodox believers.


“Orthodoxy preserved the hatred which was deeply implanted into the soul of the believers, so that at the right moment in the struggle for power, they could use it as a weapon against the other religions.”


“If we look into the bitter, stubborn, one thousand year-old struggle which is behind Orthodoxy, and we want to evaluate its result, we must say that Orthodoxy did an almost perfect job.  It created strong, hardy, almost unshakable states and raised individuals who were selfish and who were ready to annihilate other peoples.   Their main enemies were Islam and Catholicism.  If we disregard the major conflicts, Orthodoxy is an outstanding mechanism for religion and the state.  It continues to prepare for new campaigns for political and religious expansion.  This is all accomplished silently and invisibly, without anyone realizing the spreading influence of Orthodoxy in the surrounding territory. Before 1463, there were very few Orthodox believers in Bosnia.  Now 43% of the populace is Orthodox.  Until 1500 there were no Orthodox believers in Croatia.  Today 24% of the populace is Orthodox.  In Dalmatia, we see the same situation where the Orthodox believers are 14%  of the populace.”   

After this, Südland mentions the situation in Transylvania, where the Romanians are progressing with the propagation of the Orthodox religion and the energetic Hungarians are unable to make any headway in opposition to them, other than perhaps in politics.  The Romanians are increasing in number in comparison with the Hungarians and the Saxons. 
  Then the author quotes Fallmerayer: “The Roman Catholic Church in the Byzantine (Orthodox) countries is not only not progressing but is obviously losing ground, no matter what they say, report or write to refute this fact.”  


The worst situation in this regard was in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the Orthodox Church pushed out the Catholic Church, even in those places where the Catholics were numerous and in the political arena they almost completely eliminated them!  In the Monarchy they were not able to recognize the significance of this.  


Südland asks bitterly – “What does the world care that the strong Orthodox state, just as the strong Orthodox individual, unchangeably and forever, from the moral and cultural standpoint is on a lower level?  The world is not interested in morals or culture, just in power.  This is the secret of the success of the Orthodox Church up to now and in the future.  The Byzantine Empire acknowledges this desire for power and skillfully and mercilessly takes advantage of both states and people . . .”  In 1851, Fallmerayer wrote, not in vain: “Anatolia’s policy, from year to year, throws darker and darker clouds over the West and now we are all feeling that a new order is forming in Europe.”   

The Byzantine Danger


Südland acknowledges that the topics covered so-far were not strictly on the subject of the Southern Slav question but it was necessary to provide a more comprehensive picture of that problem because the question of the Southern Slavs is only a segment of the enormous struggle which took place in the territory which extends from the Baltic Sea to the southern point of Dalmatia.  It is impossible to discuss only the struggle taking place in a small segment without taking into account the wider picture.  


Without doubt, this giant battle has its ethnic, national, political, social and economic aspects, still the strongest and oldest problem is the religious issue. A good example is the case of Rumania [in W.W. I]. For political and economic reasons, she should have stayed on the side of the Central Powers, since she must have known that Russia presented the greatest danger to her. Still, from the beginning, her sympathies were on their side and she was only waiting for the appropriate moment to switch and stab the Monarchy in the back. The religious conviction of the Rumanian masses inevitably attracted Rumania to the Byzantine side. Nobody will understand the history of Eastern and South Eastern Europe or foresee the future development of the region without learning to appreciate the awful power of the alliance of the Byzantine state and the Byzantine religion.


In the last part of the chapter Südland presents a powerful prophecy concerning the danger that Russia presents to the world. She will attack, not in the name of pan-Slavism but of Pan-Russianism, to threaten the future of Europe with her Byzantine concept of the state. It is in Russia’s interest to expand the small Balkan countries, since they will fall into her lap, in due time.

VI. WHAT IS THE CORE OF THE SOUTHERN SLAV QUESTION?

(pp. 297-401)

The concept of Pan-Serbism


In the previous chapter it was necessary to discuss the history and religious history so that the reader might have an overall picture of what is at the root of the Southern Slav question.  According to Südland: “At the deepest core of the Southern Slav question is the Byzantine philosophy of state and religion, that is, that the Southern Slavs should reconquer the  ancient territory of the Byzantine Empire and the whole of the Balkans. Only Orthodox believers and Orthodox peoples, faithful to the Byzantine Empire, should be allowed to live in the Balkans.  All the rest, by force or cunning, should be torn out by their roots.”  


Russia’s Balkan politics and all the wars which Russia conducted in the Balkans all had the goal of forcing out the Catholic and Islamic influence, to change this territory into an  entirely Orthodox territory. All they would need to do was to conquer a small part of Asia Minor and then the Byzantine Empire would be reborn and made even greater by the addition of the largest state in the world, Russia, with the greatest military force in the world.  As for the small Orthodox states in the Balkans, they would be doomed because they would throw themselves into the arms of the Russians, like moths flying into a flame.  “The next step will be for Orthodoxy to adopt the idea of the Roman World Empire, and conquer all those territories which at one time belonged to the Roman Empire -- Italy, Spain, France, Great Britain, Asia Minor, and North Africa.  After this, the rest of the remaining world.  This is all possible, if they are strong enough. . .”  


After this, the author calls our attention to the misunderstanding of the “Great Serbia idea”. It is regarded as natural for a nation to have the goal of becoming stronger and bigger.  Therefore, nobody regards this as aggression. In theory, if there is a Great Croatia or a Great Bulgaria, [or a Great Romania, trans.] then why can there not be a Great Serbia? 


But among the Serbs, the interpretation is different: because of the way they are, the Serbs are unable to set their boundaries.  It is more appropriate to talk of Pan-Serbia than Great Serbia.  The core of the Southern Slav question is that the Serbs want to dominate the Bulgarians and the Croatians.  They wish to be the dominant power in the Balkans and eradicate or assimilate the remaining peoples.  In this way they will conquer the entire territory of the Balkans and make the people Serb.  The proof of this is in the next chapter.

Serb State and Church Traditions

· The Serb settlements in the center of the Balkan Peninsula form the first basis of Pan-Serbism.   

· Second, the Serb nation reached its peak during the dynasty of Nemanjide.  The memory of this has remained for centuries in the Serb imagination.   This peak of greatness, although it was very short-lived, took place under Dusan the Great, who assumed the title of Byzantine Emperor, and intended to place the Byzantine Empire under Serbian power, take over all its traditions, and create a Serb-Greek Empire.  The Serb standard of living, security, development of trade, the pomp and glory of the Church were never at such a high point and it is understandable that this had a strong influence on the soul of the Serbs.   The very brave attempts of Dusan the Great to take over the Byzantine Empire and the Byzantine concept of world rule made the deepest impression on the Serbs.
What is so remarkable is that this short-lived fame still lives on, deep in the soul of the Serbs.  Other nations have had similar short-lived periods of glory, e.g. among the Hungarians, the age of Lajos the Great (1342-1382), Mátyás I (Mátyás Corvinus) (1458-1490), yet they have not made such a deep impression that the Hungarians would desire to recapture the greatness.  It is the Orthodox Church which keeps this desire alive among the Serbs, because there had never been such a great period in Serbia as in the time of Dusan the Great and in the dynasty of Nemanjide.  The soul (the Church) has never forgotten this desire on behalf of the body (the State).   This desire for greatness, just like the Church, is eternal and the State has taken it over as its own everlasting tradition.  As long as one single Serb Orthodox church remains, it will do its utmost to restore this greatness.  To reach this goal, it was necessary for the Orthodox Church to keep alive the political and state traditions in the soul of the Serbs, even to the present time.  

 There is another thing we should not forget:   Except for the Greek Orthodox Church, the Serb Orthodox Church is the most ancient Orthodox State Church.  It was established much earlier than the Russian Orthodox Church, which was inherited by marriage from the Byzantine Church, only in 1472.  This is why we have to state that the Serbs had a stronger and more ancient right to the inheritance of the Byzantine Church than the Russians.  There is no question that the Byzantine Church and State traditions were inherited by both the Serbs and the Russians.  The spirit of this tradition dictates the conquest of the Balkan territory with all the states in that area, just as they had once belonged to Rome. 

The Serb state adopted the primary concept of the Byzantine Church and State -- one state and one religion, with one lay and priestly prince.  From this, it follows that Serbia, just like other Orthodox states, would like to take over the rule from the others.   One particular characteristic of the Orthodox states is that they want rapid territorial expansion in every direction.  If they happen to collide with other Orthodox states, they try to assimilate them quickly and unite with them. [Wasn’t  Tito’s policy a form of defense against such an aggression? Note from the writer of the article.]  Over the course of history it can be observed that there were continued clashes in the Balkans between the Serbs, Bulgarians, Macedonians, or Greeks, which can be explained by the above statement.  This assimilation causes ethnic problems, which the Greeks try to smooth over by saying:  “A person is Greek if his religion is Greek Orthodox.”  

In these efforts to assimilate each other, not only the power of the intention of the Orthodox Church, which for the Catholic Church would be nearly impossible to fathom, becomes obvious, but also the lack of boundaries in regard to time and territory and the disregard for reality, which is consequently one component of Pan-serbism.

The Serb Orthodox Church as a National Political Factor


The Serbs, as a closed ethnic power, came to the fore only in the nineteenth century. This, and the growth of their numbers, is due to the work of their church.  The Church proposed the principle that a person is Serb if he belongs to the Serb Orthodox Church.  Thus, the Church converted the surrounding peoples, who became Serbs and also a large number of the Balkan Rumanians, who were much more primitive.   The national Serb Church works to make more people Serb by this automatic acceptance, to increase the Serb population and the Serb power and influence.  The Croatians, the most closely affected people,  quickly recognized the expansionist policy of the Serb Church and often made complaints in both the Croatian and the Hungarian National Assemblies. . . 


One form of the expansion was the acceptance of mixed marriages, where the children were almost always counted as Serbs.  The Serbs knowingly supported and encouraged mixed marriages.  At the same time, we have to recognize that, contrary to the Catholic Church, the Orthodox Church recognizes divorce.  This has become very important in modern times, because it has increased in frequency.   If a Roman Catholic wishes to divorce and remarry in the Church, all he has to do is to convert to the Orthodox religion, and it is permitted.  In the Balkans many people take advantage of this possibility.  Therefore the numbers of Serbs increase, because whoever is of Serb (Orthodox) religion is counted as Serb.  The assimilation factor is always a component of the Serb political plans.  

The Patriarchate of Ipek (Pec)

At the time of the Turkish rule, the establishment of the Patriarchate of Ipek played a large role in the spread of the Pan-Serb concept.  The Patriarchate of Ipek was established as a compromise between the Serb Orthodox Church and the Ottoman Empire.  The Serbs acknowledged the Turkish rule and in exchange they received the right to re-establish the Patriarchate of Ipek.  The jurisdiction of the Patriarchate extended over all the countries conquered by the Turks in which Serbs were living.  It was comprised, not only of Serb territories, but also Bosnia-Hercegovina, Dalmatia, Slavonia, Croatia, and Southern and Central Hungary as far as Budapest.  This agreement was in no small means due to the good-will of Sokolovic, who was of Serb origin and created a state within the state.  The Serb state therefore ceased to exist but its role was taken over by the Patriarchate of Ipek.  The Patriarch made sure that the ancient traditions were continued.  As the Serb historian, Steno Stenejevic wrote: “At that time, the Serbs began to feel that something existed which bound them into a larger unit.  This feeling later spread to the entire population.  The masses felt this intuition from time to time and from place to place and the emerging consciousness of this larger unity gave to the people solace and hope for a better future.  Since the leaders who followed were also relatives of  Sokolovic and empathized with the Serbs, the Patriarch of Ipek, without any pressure, with well-thought out plans, was able to strengthen his position.  His main goal was to establish more and more monasteries because his experience showed that, around the monasteries, the Orthodox religion was able to put down strong roots.  It was at that time that Roman Catholicism was suppressed in Bosnia.  At the same time, the Patriarch tried to expand the borders of Orthodoxy in every direction, even to Bulgaria and Dalmatia.  The title of the Patriarch was: “Patriarch of all Serbs, Bulgars, and inhabitants of the shoreline territories.”  The whole organization was working in the spirit of Saint Száva and its goal was the strengthening of the Serb people within the Serb Orthodox Church.  Beside this, says Südland, the Church had not only religious and ideological goals but also financial goals.  It was very obvious when the Patriarch, right at the very beginning, established five Orthodox bishoprics in Hungary  and one in Slavonia (Buda, Pécs, Szeged, Arad, Temesvár and Versec as well as Oranovica).  One can see the genius in this action, where the Patriarch was able to obtain the very rich and fertile land in Southern Hungary and Slavonia for the Serb Church and the Serb people, noted Sudland. [One may add that this occurred without a shot being fired or a soldier being killed, and Hungary was in no position to mount a defense against this insidious attack.].

   The author goes on to say that we have to take all this into account, if we wish to appraise the  consequences and effects of the already established plan for unification of Church and State, on the entire territory of the Balkans.  We cannot ignore, either, another axiom of the Church:  The Church can never give up any possession which it previously owned.   It bows before force but never gives up its right.  In this point, there is no difference between the Catholic and the Orthodox Church.  This law rules the Orthodox Church’s continued expansion.  

   Soon after the establishment of the Patriarchate, the star of the Ottoman Empire began to wane.  An organization like the Anatolian Church, which had such a fine political feeling, sensed the collapse.  Because the Turks were losing their strength, the structure of the Patriarchate, with its fat bishoprics in Hungary and the opportunity to squeeze the Catholic Church, was in danger.  As the influence of the Ottoman Empire was declining, the Austrian Empire was in ascendance.   Therefore the Patriarch thought it would be wise to change his alliance to Austria.  There is no doubt that the plan of the Patriarch was to allow the whole territory to come under the power of Austria, but the plan did not materialize, because the Turks found out about the two-faced politics.  The Patriarch, Arsanios Cernojevic, was forced to flee from the Turks and, in 1690, 36, 000 Serb families followed him to Syrmia and Southern Hungary.  This meant that the Serb Orthodox Church transferred its center to this area and its followers brought their national traditions and state identity with them, along with the desire for power, with the Church’s absolute influence over the population.   It was supposed to be a temporary situation but, in time, it became permanent, with obvious results on the populace.    In the same period of time, 30,000 warriors arrived under the leadership of the Vajda, Georg Barankovic.  Soon after, the newly settled Serbs demanded the formation of a new state in this territory, which they can treat as their own, which is now called Vajdaság.  From this point on, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was in constant struggle with the Patriarchate and the nationalist group who both claimed “status in statu” position.  

  150 years later, in 1849, within the Monarchy, we can find a Serb state, the so-called Serb Voivodina (Vajdaság).  According to Südland, the establishment of Voivodina (Vajdaság) was not accidental but was planned at the time of the escape from Serbia proper of the national church which embodied the forces to enlarge the Serb national state.  

  This Serb Orthodox Church in Austria-Hungary was not only able to support itself but was also able to strengthen its position.  The Serbs settled in the most fertile areas of Hungary, which were the best organized in the Monarchy, and the people and the Church were able to make a good life for themselves.  Their cultural development progressed rapidly.  As a result of this,  the newest  history of the Southern Slavs was written in Southern Hungary.  In this area Popa  Jovan Raic was born. He completed his theological studies in Russia and in Athens and then returned to Karlóca.  His life work was the 2000 page The History of the Different Slav Peoples, namely Bulgarians, Croatians and Serbs, which later became the source for western historians.  Naturally, it represented Serb interests, especially influenced by Pejachevich, Engel and Gebhard and prepared the way for future conquests.  

  The concept of conquest born in the Church ideology is today the most important component of Pan-Serbism.  

*
*
*
*
*

Interestingly, the scientific founders of this Pan-Serbism, which was of Byzantine style, were two Slovaks: Jan Kollar, a poet, and Josef Safarik, a linguist.  Both of them were influenced from an early age by the Serb Orthodox religion.  The latter, Josef Safarik, was a teacher at the Serb Orthodox High School in Újvidék (today Novi Sad). Südland writes that, under the influence of the teachings of the Serb Orthodox popes and monks, over the decades, Schefarik accepted the theory that the territories which were under the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Ipek were Serb national territories and he even called the Bulgarians and Croatians, Serbs.   He later revised his theory about the Bulgarians to a certain extent, but Safarik’s theory, which he supported with linguistic arguments, had a basic influence on the development of Serb imperialism, although the theory was faulty.    


Südland then lists many different Serb studies to prove how much, in the past century, the Serbs were influenced by the Pan-Serb idea.


He mentions the well-known Serb historian, Vuk Karadzic, who, in 1849 published a paper in Vienna “Ein Koffer voll Geschichte, Sprachkunde und Volkssitten der Serben aller drei Konfessionen.”  (A Trunk full of History, Linguistics and Folk Customs of the Serbs of all three Religions).  From the title, it is obvious that the writer, following Safarik, calls the Catholic and Muslim Croatians “Catholic or Mohammedan Serbs” and, in a very characteristic way, entitles the first chapter of his book: “Everywhere Serbs, everyone of them”.  In other words: “It is difficult for those Serbs [i.e. Croats] who are Catholics to declare themselves Serbs, but they too must slowly become adjusted to this, because if they do not wish to be Serbs, then they simply have no nationality.” 

In 1872, M.S. Milejewic published a paper entitled “Adalékok a szerbek történelméhez” (Addenda to the History of the Serbs) in which, among others, the following outrageous and erroneous statements can be read: “The Serb tribes’ first re-settlement and migration was caused by the Chinese, against whom the Serbs were fighting for 3000-4000 years without stop. . .  They migrated across Siberia and finally they reached the Serb triangle, which is presently called the Balkan Peninsula.  The whole of Asia was at one time settled by Serbs and this means that the Serbs lived there, as an independent and ruling people. . .”

The Serb Orthodox pope at Karlóca, Nikola Bogovic, wrote in his book: “The History of the Serb Orthodox Church.”: “It is clear to me that the Serbs took the teachings of Christ from the apostles Andrew and Paul. . .”  He later writes:  “The Gospel of Olfilos is also a Serb Gospel.”  This sick desire for power, megalomania and imperialism does not always manifest itself in such an obvious offensive way, but the fact is that, as Südland states, the thoughts and actions of the Serbs are driven by the above mentioned factors.  





*
*
*
*
*
Pan-Serbism as the Leading Political Philosophy of the Serb State


Under this title, Südland emphasizes how fast this Pan-Serb philosophy has spread, especially since Raic-Safarik and Vuk Karadzic wrote about it in Serb circles.  In his preface, the author quotes from the writings of the well-known historian, St. Stanojevic, from which he makes the following conclusions: 

1. The Pan-Serb movement began in Southern Hungary, where the Patriarch of Ipek (Pec) salvaged, preserved and encouraged the continuation of the traditions of the Greek Orthodox Christians who had fled into this territory.

2. Pan-Serbism, based on the philosophy of Vuk Karadzic, had, as its goal, the unification of the Serbs.

3. In 1860, the Serb leader, Milos, adopted the Pan-Serb philosophy of Vuk Karadzic.  Milos intended to divert the attention of the people away from the interior problems and direct it to outside goals [territorial expansion].  

As a result of this philosophy, in every direction, the Serbs became agitated by nationalist propaganda, especially in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Bulgaria, Dalmatia and the territory of the Monarchy.  Südland gives many pages of examples to refute the incorrect theory of Seton-Watson, that the Pan-Serb movement was the brain-child of the Karagyorgyevic family.

Among other writings, Südland mentions a Serb school-book, which appeared in its third edition in 1890: The Serb World in Words and Pictures, in which the following countries are named as Serb states.  1. The Serb Kingdom. 2. Old Serbia. 3. Macedonia. 4. Montenegro. 5. Bosnia-Hercegovina. 6. Dalmatia. 7. Istria. 8. Croatia. 9. Slavonia. 10. Smyrna. 11. Bácska. 12. Bánát. 13. Serbia under Bulgarian rule (West Bulgaria). 






*
*
*
*
*

  The Pan-Serb philosophy naturally caused a reaction among the Croatians.  Dr. Anton Starcevic, a Croatian politician was the one who, in order to counterbalance the above thirteen states, created the idea of “Great Croatia” and the idea of “Orthodox Croatia”.  With these ideas he succeeded in stopping the idea of Yugoslavism and he began to attract Orthodox elements to the side of Croatia.  The Serb National Church, whose desire was to conquer, saw that her goal of taking over Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmatia was in danger.  Furthermore, at the Berlin Congress, contrary to Serb expectations, Bosnia-Hercegovina was not joined to Serbia but rather to the Monarchy. 

   The Pan-Serb philosophy in its original, unlimited form, as propagated by Safarik and Karadzic, could not be taken seriously but Serbia, in time, gained strength in her struggle for independence and a political generation grew up, which recognized that it would be idiocy to declare Siberia and Christ to be Serbian.  The people created more concrete goals, which partly satisfied their thirst for power.  They also weighed the realistic possibilities.  Beside the goal of conquering the whole of the Balkans, they had more realistic goals.  In 1899, 15 years after the Bulgarian-Serb War took place, which was not advantageous for the Serbs, a book was published in Paris by Miroslav J. Spalajkovic : La Bosnie et l’Hercegovine, which gave a new meaning to the Pan-Serb philosophy and had a great influence on the Serb politics of the future.  The Monarchy did not recognize the importance of the book, which has led to many troubles since that time.   

  The main themes of Spalajkovic’s book are the following:

1. The Bosnian question is not just a local problem.  It should be of interest to all the European powers, since it represents one important part of Eastern European politics.   “The French would commit a grave mistake if they were to give up paying attention to the Serb people, who were the victims of the forceful anti-Serb politics of  Bismarck and Andrássy.”

2. Bosnia and Hercegovina are Serb nations, unified in ethnicity and nationality, although they are divided by religion.  The followers of all three religions are Serbs.  The book does not mention Croatia but the author notes that the most beautiful ethnic Serbs are to be found in Bosnia and Hercegovina. Therefore, the only raison d’etre (purpose)  of Serbia and Montenegro  is to acquire these two countries and establish Great Serbia,  and only Austria’s Balkan aspirations stand in the way.   

3. The author presents the idea of Great Serbia in such a way that it is acceptable to the Western European people.  At the same time, he states that Austria-Hungary is attempting to eradicate the Serb people. The majority of the Orthodox believers in Bosnia and Hercegovina do not wish to live under the rule of Austria, he states, but they rather dream of the unification of the Serbs. Südland quotes from Spalajkovic the following statement that is characteristic of the Byzantine historical falsification: “The Orthodox religion is the oldest religion in Bosnia and Hercegovina because it represents the establishment of the Christian religion and civilization in these countries.”

4. At the Berlin Congress, Bosnia and Hercegovina were given to Austria-Hungary which was a severe injustice, according to Spalajkovic.   This must be regarded as a temporary situation, resulting from egotistical goals.  Their only mandate was to police these territories, which therefore could not be annexed to Austria-Hungary.

5. [#5 is missing in the original]  

6. The Monarchy’s main goal was, in overstepping her mandate, acting as pioneer for the German “Drang nach Osten”, to prepare the conquest of the East, with intrigue and force, beginning with Bosnia and Hercegovina.  The Austrians hated the Serbs inexorably and tried to strangle them with canonical and educational laws. 

7. By law, these two countries still belonged to Turkey, so she still had the right to intervene.  

8. The Monarchy did not fulfill its mandate.  It did not re-establish order.  It destroyed trade and was hostile toward the people of these countries. Austria also failed to fulfill its most important duty, the agrarian reform, although the small Balkan countries elsewhere were able to institute their own land reforms.  

(In another chapter of his book, Südland mentions the real reasons that Spalajkovic was so intent on having land reform in Bosnia and Hercegovina. The land in this territory was in the hands of the Muslim Croatians, who rented it out to the Orthodox.  The Orthodox Serbs who rented the land made up 74% of the renters. At the same time, they were only 43% of the total populace. If the land reform were to take place, all at once the largest part of the land would be owned by Serbs.  Since the land was rented out indefinitely, and the owner had the right to only one third of the harvest, the value of this rented land was only one third of that of the free land i.e. land that was not rented out.  If the land reform were to take place, the Muslims who gave up their land would receive only one third of the value of the land, whereas the divided lands would be free lands and would have full value at the moment when the larger part of the former rented lands came into Serb Orthodox hands, which would mean enormous financial gain and enormous power for the Serbs. This was the real Byzantine goal behind the plan of Spalajkovic.) 

9. Spalajkovic calls the Monarchy a number of different insulting names. He even compares its politics to Dante’s Inferno.  He quotes foreign, especially French, writers who were anti-Monarchy.  As a final conclusion, he states that: Austria-Hungary as it is shown by history, is an unviable state formation; on the other hand it deals in a friendly way with Russia.  

10. Spalajkovic offers a number of new ideas, with the purpose of supporting his thesis.         

· The Balkans for the Balkan peoples.

· The theory of nationality as the basis of the modern public law. (pp.119-121)

· When there are changes in sovereignty, we should consider the national aspirations of the affected peoples. (p.129)

· When a nation suppresses another people within its borders, the Great Powers must intervene.  

According to Südland, Spalajkovic also paints the Hungarians in very bad colors: “. . . In this respect, Hungary poses a real danger to the European family of nations.  This is why a collective intervention should be undertaken for the benefit of the oppressed peoples, in the name of justice.” 

Südland writes in another place that it is almost impossible to write enough about the contents of this book with quotations like the following: “The scientific parts of this book are worthless.  They are masterpieces of diplomatic jokes and political propaganda.”

THE HUNGARIANS AND THE SOUTHERN SLAVS

(pages 514-540)


Under this title, Südland explains the relationship between Croatia and Hungary.  In 1102, the Croatians gave up their independence as a state, in order to form an association with Hungary and accept her protection.  In this union, because of the geopolitical location, Hungary was always the stronger partner and, naturally, the situation was always more advantageous for Hungary than for Croatia.  Südland does not agree with the views of some historians, according to whom the secret goal of King Kálmán the Booklover (1095-1116) was to annex Croatia to Hungary.  Hungary, by joining with Croatia, received a territory which was very difficult to defend.  According to the Croatians, the long period of Croatian dissatisfaction was caused by the fact that Hungary paid very little attention to the defense of the Croatians, because she found it more important to attend to her dynastic interests toward the North. . . 


After the Battle of Mohacs [1526], the Serbs slowly started their infiltration into Southern Hungary, as they were trying to escape from the pressure of the Turks.  During the centuries of wars between the Hungarians and the Turks, the populace in the territory of Southern Hungary was extremely reduced.   After the recapture of the Bácska-Bánát territory from the Turks, this territory remained unpopulated.


The great migration of the Serbs began in 1689, as it was mentioned already, under the leadership of Arsenius Cernojevic.  The settlement of the Serbs in Hungary did not go smoothly.  Südland writes: “The Hungarian aristocracy and religious hierarchy constantly complained about the Serb brutality and abuse which was directed against the Catholic priests and the peasants, whose money and possessions they stole, whose animals they robbed.  They even took the church possessions. . .” A deep hatred developed between the Hungarians and Serbs, whom the Hungarians called “infernos nostros hostes” [our infernal enemies].  


The situation settled down in the eighteenth century as Hungary became stronger.  At the end of this century, Josephinism required the country to become centralized and the Hungarians and the minorities to become Germanized.  Südland states: “The resistance to this trend was strongest  and most successful in Hungary.”  The Croatians tried to come closer to Hungary, looking for a defense against this Germanization.  


Soon after this, the Hungarians tried to use Josephinism to their advantage.   The movement toward Hungarian nationalism, following the example of the French Revolution, tried even harder to centralize and unify the country on a national platform.
  The geopolitical situation of Hungary, which dictated such progress,  made this effort easier. The conflict between Hungarians and Southern Slavs, wrote Südland, which had never before existed in this form,  was only the result of this development. There were always problems of political, dynastic, social and economic nature, but the conflicts of principle began at the turn of the 18-19th century, when the Hungarian state started to threaten the language of the Serbs and the Croatians along with their public and ecclesiastical rights. Still, there was a difference between the aspirations of the Serbs and Croatians. The Serbs, inspired by the desire to rule, and supported by the State Church, wanted to establish an independent state in the territory in which they had taken refuge as they were fleeing from the Turks.  They wanted to establish a new state within the borders of Hungary, which in the case of Voivodina actually became reality.   The Croatians, on the other hand, wished to continue their 1300 years existence as a state, in which they had survived the Turkish rule, within the frame of the Monarchy, and extend their borders to Dalmatia and, from 1878 on,  to Bosnia and Hercegovina.  


The Hungarian aspirations were fulfilled in the ideas of Lajos Kossuth, who was successful in dissolving Erdely’s (Transylvania’s) autonomy and re-annexing it to Hungary.  Croatia did not want to be re-annexed to Hungary – writes Südland – for the sole reason that, with this autonomy, among the peoples of the Monarchy, they stood as the most ancient state-founding people.  The more the pressure from Hungary grew against the Croatians, the more they opposed joining with Hungary.  We could almost say that it was the Hungarians who woke the Croatians from their sleep.  In 1848, the Hungarians wanted to force the issue and the Croatians took up arms to defend the remains of their ancient statehood.


Kossuth’s concept of independence, as the author states, was intertwined with Széchenyi’s concept of economy, which was expressed in this slogan: “Hungarians, to the sea!” In order for the Hungarians to reach the sea, they would have to dissolve the Croatian autonomy.  In 1848, the Hungarian dream of national independence collapsed.  The Croatians and the Serbs were the cause of this collapse.  Hungarian politicians studied the situation intensively and tried to find a way to anticipate, in the future, the collaboration of the Croatians and the Serbs.  In 1848, the Serbs and Croatians were on friendly terms and helped each other and it was natural that the Hungarians wanted to prevent this in the future.  


The Croatian and Serb hopes, which looked very promising in 1848, soon after suffered an ignominious failure.   After ten years of existence, Voivodina lost its independence and the Croatian freedom fight ended in absolutism and the Compromise of 1868.  There is a well-known adage that in 1851, the Croatians received as a reward whatever was used to punish the Hungarians.  This bad luck of the Croatians was much greater than that of the Serbs.  Beside Serbia and Montenegro, Voivodina, was a third state formation, a recent acquisition. In Croatia it was different, because the Croatians defended the last remnants of their  ancient state formation, the loss of which would be fateful for the entire nation.  The Serbs more easily overcame the defeat of 1859, which meant that Voivodina lost its independence,  than the Croatians did the events of 1868.  Therefore, it was obvious that the resumption of friendly terms between the Hungarians and the Serbs took place much earlier than between the Hungarians and the Croatians.


Between 1848 and 1867, according a Serb statesman, Jovan Ristic, the situation between the Hungarians and the Serbs began to improve, as Südland states, referring to the fact that Michael Obrenovic married a Hungarian Countess, Julia Hunyady. 


After the Compromise, the struggle between the Serbs and the Croatians caused the further increase of the national feelings of the Croatians, and their antagonism toward the Serbs increased. By their aspirations to annex Slavonia and Dalmatia, the Serbs perceived their own goal of Pan-Serbism to be in danger.    The occupation of Bosnia and Hercegovina, by the Monarchy in 1878, further bewildered the Serbs and they could not bear the thought that after the loss of Slavonia and Dalmatia, they would now lose Bosnia.  The Serbs immediately turned to the Hungarians for help, emphasizing the danger to both peoples from the increasing strength of the Croatians in Bosnia. 


This step was a typical example of the Byzantine politics.  As Südland writes: “The Serbs had no difficulty in convincing the Hungarians of the necessity of taking strong action against the Croatians, which would serve the interests of both the Serbs and the Hungarians.”  In other words, the Serbs succeeded in setting the Hungarians against the Croatians.  What made it easier was, that the 1868 Croatian-Hungarian Compromise and the entire creation of Dualism (the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy) indicated that the Croatians, especially within Hungary, were to be treated as a danger to the country. 


Südland then spends a lot of time discussing a book by Pesti called: Horvátország keletkezése [The origin of Croatia], which denied the viability of Croatia as a state and demanded its annexation. It was in effect a scholarly declaration of war against the Croatians, which strengthened the position of the Serbs. Under the administration of bán [governor] Khuen – Héderváry, as is well known, the Serbs were his main supporters.  It must be noted that the Serbs initiated their friendship with the bán when Héderváry became governor, and not vice-versa.  


“Under the governorship of Khuen-Héderváry, the Serbs were able to do whatever they wanted, because they were regarded as the state-forming element.  Their main success, however, with the help of the Hungarian writer, Pesti, consisted in turning the political situation  to the disadvantage of the Croatians. It was not the Serbs, with their aspirations to conquer, who had to be stopped, but the Croatians.  It was not the Serbs who were a danger to the Monarchy, but the Croatians.  It was not the Serbs and Orthodoxy which caused difficulties for the Southern part of the Monarchy, but the Croatians and the reactionary Catholicism in the background.  “It is simply amazing”, states Südland,  “how the Serbs distorted the truth.”  


If we can accept the fact that there is a distortion and the Catholic Croatians were blamed for the actions of the Orthodox Serbs, then we can understand the Byzantine State and Church ideology, and what a danger it poses.  

“In spite of this advantage, the Serbs only managed to have some success in Croat-Slavonia, which was under Hungarian rule.  Here, in the course of twenty years, there was a silent Hungarian-Serb entente,  meanwhile, it did not go well for the Serbs in Bosnia and Dalmatia.  Kállay, who saw their intentions, did not want to give them any concessions. In Dalmatia, the popularity of the Starcevic party endangered the Serb goals.  The Serbs found it necessary to strengthen their influence within the Monarchy.  Again, they turned to Hungary.  The former Serb Prime Minister, Milan Pirocanac, around 1890, gave the Hungarians a confidential memorandum, with the approximate contents:  “The Hungarians have no access to the sea.  The road to Fiume crosses the territory of Croatia.  The Hungarians should decide to annex Varazdin, Zagreb, and Fiume-Modrus, but should allow Slavonia, Bosnia-Hercegovina and Dalmatia, which are inhabited by Serbs, to unite and be given to Serbia.  If the Hungarians accept this, the Serbs will force out the Obrenovic family and unite with Hungary in a Serb-Hungarian compromise.  In this way, the Hungarians will have direct access to the sea.  They will expand their territory and, by avoiding Vienna, will become a great power.”                   


The goal of this proposal is clear, states Südland.  “With the help of the Hungarians, the Serbs would achieve the idea of a Great Serbia. . . and all the territories of the Monarchy, which at one time belonged to the Patriarchate of Ipek, would be given to the Serbs.  This does not include the territory in Hungary.  In exchange for receiving these territories, the Serbs would offer to the Hungarians the route to the sea.  This proposal appealed to the Hungarians and awakened in them the Kossuth idea.”

According to Südland, the Serbs never seriously considered this plan.  This was typical of their politics which deceived others and which the Serbs used very skillfully, as Kállay very perceptively writes.  The Serb plan partly succeeded and the conviction of the Hungarians, that the Kossuth idea could be achieved through Croatia, became stronger.   

Südland several times noted in his book that the events described above developed and originated from the corrupt mentality of Dualism, which brought two components together.  One was the goal of the Austrians to keep Dalmatia for themselves, which could be traced back partly to formal sovereignty issues and partly to economic politics.  The other component, the Magyar component, consisted of the Austrians pushing the Deák idea of compromise between the Austrians and the Hungarians into the background and the  Kossuth ideas came to the forefront.  This was the reason for the troubles in the South, which were systematically created, and Byzantine philosophy or, more specifically, Pan-Serbism gained advantage.    






*
*
*
*
*

The Fiume Resolutions


In this chapter, Südland demonstrates, in a highly effective way, how the Serbs succeeded in using the Croatians to fulfill the Serb interests, utilizing the fact that the Croatians intended to obtain rule over Dalmatia. 


As is well-known, in 1905, there was a political crisis in Hungary, a change of regime, because the Independence Party unexpectedly won the elections.  Before this, in 1903, Khuen-Héderváry resigned from his position as bán and Benjamin Kállay died.  In Serbia, a new dynasty, the Karagyorgyevic dynasty, came into power.  There was some relaxation of tension in Serbo-Croatian politics because both nations felt endangered by the magyarization politics in Croatia.  In Dalmatia, too, the Serb and Croatian politicians acted in a more friendly manner toward each other.    


With the victory of the Independence Party in Hungary, the potential for antagonism between Austria and Hungary increased. In this situation the Fiume Resolutions created a great sensation. The Serb and Croatian representatives, in a ceremonial way, offered their support for Hungary’s bid for independence.    “Every nation has the right to make decisions, freely and independently, about its own fate.”  In exchange for their support, they asked for Dalmatia to be annexed to Croatia-Slavonia.  In Slavonia, they demanded a reconsideration of the administration and new elections, among other demands.  To give more weight the Resolutions, the Croatian and Serb representatives at the Dalmatian Provincial Assembly declared that they were one nation and that they would fight side by side for the annexation of Dalmatia to Croatia-Slavonia.     


According to Südland, in order for them to take this step, to win the support of the Serbs, to obtain Dalmatia and improve the situation in Croatia, the Croatians were willing to make concessions and they adopted the suggestion that the Croatians and the Serbs were the same people.   These decisions were prompted by their opposition to the Viennese camarilla.  At first, this was cause for joy in the Hungarian Independence Party but this happiness was soon tempered by obstruction from the Croatian Parliament.  The Croatians  objected to the mandated use of the Hungarian language on the Croatian railways.  In spite of all this, the situation in Croatia improved in the period following the Fiume Resolutions.  However, the Croatians attributed the improvement to the Serbs rather than to the Hungarians.  Supilo declared in 1907: “We are able to achieve great things with the Serbs.  Without them, just a little, and against them, nothing.”  


According to Südland, with this step the Croatians were ready for the Byzantine hypnosis. He states that the true impetus behind the Fiume Resolutions was the Serb guiding principle to incite the Hungarians, Croatians and Serbs to rise up against Austria.  Südland offers proofs that there was a secret agreement between the Croatians and the Serbs, which stated that the Croatians would give up Bosnia-Hercegovina to Serbia.  One of greatest proofs was the speech of Supilo on February 25, 1907, in which he repeated, word for word, the statements of Spalajkovic, which were quoted earlier, and demanded that if Bosnia-Hercegovina could not belong to Croatia, it should be given to Serbia, rather than allowed to fall into the hands of foreigners.


We can see, therefore, that the Croatians attempted to gain the support of the Serbs, in order to achieve their centuries-old dream of re-incorporating Dalmatia.  At the same time, they allowed the Serbs to press into their hands the entire arsenal of the Pan-Serb movement, which the Croatians grasped desperately in their great need.  They agreed to give Bosnia-Hercegovina to the Serbs and, as we shall see, the Croatians came under the power of the Serbs. . .     


The Fiume Resolutions did not provide the Croatians with the advantages they desired because they managed to turn not only Vienna against them but also the Hungarian Independence Party, which had never given up the Kossuth idea.  The Hungarians might have agreed with Vienna to effect a temporary alliance with the Serbs and Croatians but not a permanent one, because the Serbo-Croatian unity deprived the Hungarians of the possibility of ruling Croatia against the will of the Croatians.  The Hungarians, in order to extricate themselves from this unpleasant situation, used the railroad regulations.  Added to this, the Hungarian Foreign Ministry became informed of the role of the Serbs and their long-term goal, which they were unable to hide from the Hungarians. Not even the governing coalition would take such a responsibility upon itself and it simply ignored the Serbo-Croatian resolutionists.     


The better-informed Hungarians were able to pull out their heads from the Serb noose, in time,.  The Croatians, however, became more tightly strangled by it.


The Croatian resolutionists, as a result of their early success, increased in numbers but they were now in a bad situation.  Not only did they draw upon themselves the wrath of the two states of the Monarchy, but they fell into the situation into which the Serbs had intended to herd them.  If they did not want to have the ground taken from under their feet totally, they had to follow the Serbs more and more faithfully.  After they had accepted the Serb intentions and mental process, they accepted the arsenal of the Serb philosophy. Unconsciously they allowed the Serbs to put a ring in their nose.   Because of the events which took place in May 1907 (the railroad regulations) they came totally under the power of the Serbs and they became the leading element for the Serbs, in the southern part of the Monarchy.  This development was aided by the fact that the alliance between the Croatians and Serbs did not fit into the plan of the Hungarians.  The Hungarians told the Serbs, indirectly, that they would like them to play the role which they played between 1883 and 1903, in Croatia-Slavonia.  This caused the Serb confidence to grow.  They knew that whatever they did, they would always fall on their feet, because they were absolutely indispensable to the Hungarians.  The Serbs, however, did not relax their politics but they strongly continued to move forward along with the Croatians, to whom they made clear, in the most influential way, the sacrifice which the Serbs had made in the interest of unity.   Their slogan was “to make hell as hot as possible for the Hungarians”. They intended to punish them for the “treason” which the Hungarians had committed when they ignored the resolutionists.  After the Serbo-Croatian coalition’s obstruction in the summer of 1907, really became unpleasant for the Hungarians, it again left a deep impression on the Croatians.  Among the Croatians a widespread belief developed that only by working together with the Serbs could the Croatians make progress.  


Although there was strong opposition in Croatia against the resolutionists and, in spite of the fact, that  the Hungarian-Serb-Croatian alliance against Vienna was unsuccessful, even so the Serbs achieved a considerable success.  In Croatia, the Serbs had a decisive influence on the resolutionist camp.  They succeeded in creating a division among the Croatians, and made them weak and harmless.  Since the resolutionists and their opposition were fighting with each other, the power which could have disturbed the Serbs was tied down within the country.  In addition to this, in the years that followed, the Serbs again succeeded in creating empathy within the Hungarian Independence Party and other influential Hungarian circles, which especially became effective in Bosnia-Hercegovina and this allowed the influence of the Orthodox Serbs to grow in this country.  


“Thus the Serbs”, writes Südland, “gathered enough power to begin to become a real  threat to the Monarchy’s power in the southern part of the Monarchy.   The fact that the whole of the Byzantine Empire, in this question, worked on behalf of the Serbs, is proven by the Slav congresses which were held in 1908 in St. Petersburg, Prague, Warsaw, and Reval.  From this, it can be seen what enormous  power the small Serb people were able engage to reach their goal.


The outlook for the Serbs was very bright.  The Hungarians wanted to separate the Serbs from the Croatians, so that they could govern Croatia, as did Khuen-Hédervary and, in order to achieve this, they had to give concessions to the Serbs.  The Croatians, on the other hand, had to cling tightly to the Serbs, so that they might prevent this.  So the Serbs allowed the Hungarians and the Croatians to be ground between the millstones, while they, with skillful maneuvering, were able to achieve one success after another, and become a power which could not be checked. . .”


The annexation to Hungary somewhat disturbed the Serbo-Croatian alliance but the intervention of the Czechs, especially of Maszaryk, which appeared in the Starcevic Party, was successful in counterbalancing the attempt directed at opposing the alliance. . . 






*
*
*
*
*

The Monarchy under the Byzantine spell. 


After this, Südland poses the following question:  Whose mistake is it that the Monarchy, over the span of several decades, pursued unfortunate, blundering politics in the Southern Slav question, which made it possible for the situation to develop so unfavorably for the Monarchy?


How was all this possible?   Südland answers that this caused many sleepless nights for him as, in the course of his research, he slowly discovered the connections which inexorably led to the outbreak of World War I.   To the question of who was responsible for all this, the author gives the following answer: “Nobody.”  Nobody, because, in order for this tragedy to have been avoided, first we should have known how the events connected to each other. Unfortunately it was not so.   In the Monarchy, there was total ignorance in this field, especially in regard to the question of Bosnia-Hercegovina.  


As a result of the “corrupt mentality” of the Compromise, one might say that everything happened contrary to the interest of the Monarchy.  This is only one explanation, and it is not enough.  In order to understand the events fully, we have to consider a phenomenon, best expressed in the following way:  “the Byzantine spell”, which was able to divert the politics of the Monarchy in the direction which is favorable for its enemy, that is the Byzantine Empire.  The Byzantine Empire employed its power of suggestion on the individual and the masses as it was already mentioned earlier.   Many writers have dealt with this question, especially Vladan Georgevic, former Serb Prime Minister, who popularized the expression “Russian hypnosis”.   During the War, a brochure appeared which talked of “Serb hypnosis”.  

One can say the following about this phenomenon:  The Byzantine power of suggestion is unique and has the same affect on the believers of Orthodoxy as it has on the believers of other religions. It is a refined, deceitful idea-system that serves the expansion of its own regime.  It confuses its enemies in such a way that they finally no longer recognize themselves, their will is taken away and they allow themselves to be led by the will of the perfidious, power-seeking regime.  Since the expansion of power is the life-goal of every Orthodox believer, and this is the essence of his religion, he believes cheating and deception to be his duty, as long as it advances this goal.   As a further consequence of this, the Orthodox Christian believes with religious fervor in this Byzantine cheating and deception, and this religious belief and intensive faith in the distortion and fabrication is the source of the power of suggestion, because every powerful will is compelling and the power of suggestion is contagious.  


To demonstrate the power of suggestion and the fire of the strength of will, Südland mentions the situation in Bosnia-Hercegovina, which was never a possession of the Serbs.  Yet we read earlier what Spalajkovic writes about these two states.  Georgovic simply describes them as “the two most authentic Serb states”.  He calls them “the ethnographic heart of the whole Serb nation”. The Serbs needed a religious philosophy in order for the Patriarchate of Ipek to possess Bosnia-Herzegovina and for the Serbs to grow in power they need to believe this philosophy. 

This is why the Serbs believe that Bosnia-Hercegovina belongs to them.  They believe this fervently and they repeat their lies so often that finally others believe them too.  The same situation occurs in Dalmatia and Slavonia.  The imperceptible Byzantine spell is the source of all this.


After this, Südland gives several different examples and then he states that not only the Monarchy but the whole world is under the Byzantine spell.  “This spell had a deep influence on the history of the Croatians and was probably a deciding factor in their development from 1830 on. . . With the help of scholars who were under this spell, the Serbs made their aspirations acceptable to the whole world. . .”   Südland illustrates how some of the scholars and politicians of the Monarchy became victims, under this spell:  “The Serbs always found somebody in the Monarchy who would support their goal, irrespective of his nationality, religion or profession.  Even the Jews were included.  We have to admit that we recognize the political instinct that the Jews were born with and that they always look out a little for their own interest too and we should not resent this too much.  However, an amazingly large percentage of these Jewish politicians, blessed with this healthy, inborn instinct for politics, fall under the spell of the Serbs and, not only do they allow themselves to be led astray by the Serbs, but very often feel drawn to them.  We have never been able to understand this fully. . .”


Beginning with the popes, and continuing for 400 years throughout the Hapsburg rule, it was a Sisyphean task to try to pacify the Byzantines and gain their friendship  Endless treasures were sacrificed and poured into the jar of the daughters of Danaüs without the slightest result.  We absolutely did not want to recognize that the Catholic Austria-Hungary would never be able to win the friendship of the Orthodox Church, whereas the cunning Byzantines, with the aid of their unerring instinct, recognized the mistaken direction of our ambition and at every opportunity they whispered into our ears: “You have not been forthcoming  enough.  Sacrifice more and then we will be one with you. . .”






*
*
* 
*
*

The true face of the Serbs


Südland states: “The true face of the Serbs is Orthodoxy.  We can even say that the Serbs are the personified imperialistic ambition of the Eastern Orthodox Church, whose sole goal is expansion.   In the course of history, the Serbs were servants in the Byzantine Empire and they adopted the practical philosophy and political methods of the Byzantines.  They made these so perfectly their own that, in the end, they made the Byzantine Empire uncomfortable.  In 1204, when the Byzantine Empire collapsed, they obtained the Byzantine stone of wisdom, the State Church.  This allowed them to rise quickly and, following their boundless aspiration to power, the servants, the Serbs, intended to swallow up their masters, the Byzantines.  After that, they paid homage to the Turks, so successfully that they outlasted them.  This demonstrates their progress between 1400 and 1913.  They served the Monarchy too, and wished to consume it also.  This was one of the reasons for World War I.” 

“The Serbs always serve in the role of battering-ram.  They endeavor to take as much as they can from the both the attacker and the attacked, and they always end up ‘the laughing third.’  The fact is that every Master has had to pay dearly for the services of the Serbs.” (p. 591)






*
*
*
*
*

After this we trust the reader to decide how obvious it is that Serbia follows the politics of the Byzantine Empire.   

* * * * * *

POSTSCRIPT in 2004

I must confess that, until I read this Review, I thought of the Serbs as one of the many small, primitive and inconsequential Balkan people who, through a stroke of luck, became the leading power in the now near-defunct Yugoslavia. After reading Südland's review, I have to change my views. It is not that they deserve more respect but they seem to be "anything but" inconsequential.

First, regarding the main theme of the book, it would take at least another book to illustrate the prophetic nature of Südland's book. Since the end of W.W. I., everything has gone according to Südland's expectations, including the success of the Orthodox Church in fooling the Vatican and the popes into trying to placate the Byzantine world, in the hope of some vague ecumenical cooperation. 

Under Pope John XXIII, Cardinal Cassaroli made a deal with the Moscow Patriarch that, in exchange for the Patriarch's sending observers to the Vatican II. Synod, the Vatican would refrain from condemning Communism. The envoys came and went home and, so far, it has had no lasting ecumenical effect on the relationship between the two Churches. However, the Patriarch succeeded in compromising the Vatican by preventing a condemnation of atheistic Communism. Since then, including the reign of the current Polish pope, the Vatican seems to have been duped.

This is also typical of the Byzantine system. The main concern of the Byzantine Church was to protect the Orthodox state, even if it was atheist!

One must wonder if it is purely coincidental that the book was published in 1918, the year after the Fatima apparitions. In 1917, The Virgin Mary appeared in Fatima, Portugal, to ask for the Consecration of Russia, to achieve the conversion of Russia. This was before the Bolshevik take-over, therefore "conversion" can mean only abandonment of the Orthodox faith. 

Our Lady said to Sister Lucy: "The moment has come in which God asks the Holy Father to make, in union with all the bishops of the world, the consecration of Russia to My Immaculate Heart, [God] promising to save it by this means." The message seems to suggest that human means are insufficient to defeat this enemy. Yet, the consecration has still to be effected. The popes and their advisors, who completely miss the true nature of Orthodoxy, seem to have more faith in their own human efforts and politics than in the Fatima promise of Mary, thus giving a new lease on life to this dangerous enemy of mankind.

The next observation, referring more specifically to the Serbs, concerns Südland's last comment above, where he states that the true face of the Serbs is Orthodoxy. "We can even say that the Serbs are the personified imperialistic ambition of the Eastern Orthodox Church, whose sole goal is expansion," and that the Serbs "obtained the Byzantine stone of wisdom, the State Church."

It seems that the two main antagonists in the modern Western world are not liberalism or conservatism, not nationalism or cosmopolitanism, but Byzantine and Western Christianity. The Byzantine world, beside Serbia, also includes, of course, Russia, Czarist or Communist, under Stalin or Putin. The West includes both the Americas and Europe, the Old World, religious or secular. Secular states like France and state formations like the EU are in no less danger from insidious infiltration, treachery and attack than the religious ones. The secular EU is no more protected against Orthodox take-over attempts than a religious country like Italy or Spain. 

Once it has succeeded in infiltrating a country, Orthodoxy is like a cancer cell within the infiltrated state. It is designed for unlimited growth and the destruction of all other cells.

While the mission of Christian churches is, or should be, to help the individual with his/her own salvation, Orthodoxy shows little concern with eternal salvation. For Orthodox Christians, it seems, salvation is achieved by helping the Orthodox state-Church to grow and expand. In other words, whatever super- or preternatural force is behind Orthodoxy, it has succeeded in making the individual lose sight of his individual goal of salvation, in subordinating him/herself to the great goal of conquering the world for the Byzantine state-Church, and in defeating Catholicism, the arch-enemy, from whom it was separated a millennium ago. As Südland said, the Serbs became the "personified imperialistic ambition" of the Byzantine Empire.

It is also helpful to recall another distinction Südland makes: the different attitudes toward members of other churches. Western Christianity teaches us to love all, including our enemies. The Byzantine, on the other hand, is told to hate even fellow Christians, if they are not Orthodox. Thus, if one accepts that God is Love, the Byzantine beliefs and attitudes cannot come from God!

In fact, Südland's statement about the Byzantine promise: "The Orthodox Church spoke to the Slav people in this way: 'Pay homage to me and I will give you rule of the world'," reminds one of Satan tempting Jesus in the wilderness, showing him the entire world: "I'll give it all to you, if you will only kneel and worship me" (Mt. 4:9), but while Jesus chased away Satan, according to Südland, "the majority of the Slav people concluded the bargain. "They sold their Aryan-Slav soul for political power." Who was the purchaser? Who spoke in the name of Byzantium? Südland is silent about it.

Südland's picture is also reminiscent of the horror movies, where alien zombies try to take over the world and turn everybody else into a zombie. The ideal Byzantine leader is the Serb Milosevic, who is sitting in the Hague, awaiting his trial. Without any doubt, he is individually and personally responsible for the most heinous crimes against his own subjects but, from another perspective, he only carried out what his Byzantine upbringing taught him to do! The non-Serb, non-Byzantine populations are second-class citizens that have to be either converted or eliminated. The ultimate responsibility for his crimes, as for the similar crimes of thousands of others who mercilessly murder or beat up ethnic or religious minorities who happen to be unfortunate enough to be born in Serb communities, or communities that the Serbs claim as their own, is the carefully cultivated and handed-down Byzantine imperialistic political culture that turns people into cruel zombies.

Before any Byzantine state is admitted into the EU, it would be wise for the EU to pay attention to Südland's warnings. To permit an Orthodox Trojan Horse into the Union, be it Serbia, Rumania, or Russia itself, would be to seal the future of Europe as part of Western culture. Südland quotes a French writer who predicted, over 150 years ago, that "Anatolia's policy, from year to year, throws darker and darker clouds over the West and now we are all feeling that a new order is forming in Europe." Now, that Europe tends to exclude remnants of Western Christianity from its future, it is creating a vacuum that Orthodoxy will have an opportunity to fill. 

Thus, the "new Byzantinum" will have an opportunity to accomplish peacefully, without a shot being fired or a soldier being killed, what the Cold War could not accomplish: the take-over of Europe!

In the meantime, the world should be careful not to believe any Byzantine propaganda about democracy and democratic goals. A state that explicitly considers some of her citizens second-class citizens, because of their religious or ethnic orientation, cannot be democratic. Moreover, where these "second-class" citizens lack adequate police protection, like the Albanians in Kosovo, or the Hungarians in Vojvodina, those countries are oppressive totalitarian systems, rather than democracies. Yet, so far, they have been able to violate the basic values of the Declaration of Universal Human Rights, with impunity. Even the Kosovo War could not teach them respect for human rights.

Of course, one should not over-generalize. Not every individual Orthodox believer, Serb or other, is equally guilty of actually practicing the above Byzantine mentality. Some individuals are able to resist the combined community pressure and Byzantine teachings, but they are very few. It is the influential ones who are imbued with the Byzantine spirit of cruelty, cheating and hatred, or perhaps more accurately, only those can rise to levels of influence in Serb communities. It is the Byzantine collective influence over the group that makes the Slavs dangerous.

Moreover, it is only the Orthodox variety of the Byzantine culture that is dangerous, because of the accompanying caesaro-papism. The Byzantine Catholics do not have this disease. Unlike the Orthodox Christians, they can be, and for the most part are, loyal subjects of the states in which they find themselves. 

In conclusion, the best evidence that Südland was on the right track is that his predictions are all coming true. The last 85 years demonstrate the record of aggressive Orthodoxy, either in the disguise of Communism, or without it. From the Balkans to the Baltic, Orthodoxy is a force that is capable of eventually taking over the western world.


+ + + + + + + 

With the destruction of the book, the murder of Südland, and the delay of Russia's consecration, as requested in Fatima, the Serbs have succeeded in gaining time for almost three generations and, during these 85 years, they have brought untold misery to the peoples of the Balkans. However, we cannot afford to sweep this book under the rug for another three generations because, by then, it will be too late! Fortunately, in the age of the Internet, bookburning is no longer possible, and even if they could or would murder a few of us for spreading the truth, they cannot murder or silence every one of us! This is the 21st Century!

50,000 HUNGARIAN MARTYRS

Report about the Hungarian Holocaust in Yugoslavia 1944-1992

Published by István Nyárádi and Porffy András
Between 1944 and 1945, as a result of the Serb vendetta led by Marshal Tito, 50,000 Hungarians became victims of the Serbs. After the fall of the Communist Yugoslavia, the post-Bolshevik Serb leadership, in the interest of creating a homogeneous state in Yugoslavia, tries to eradicate the Hungarians, one by one, by killing them or persecuting them till they leave their homeland. Their houses are destroyed or occupied and their land taken by the Serbs who have been relocated from Bosnia. The free nations and the members of the United Nations ignore the persecution and killing of the Hungarians. They do nothing to ensure that, in spite of the bloodshed of so many Hungarians, the survivors be encouraged to remain in their ancient homeland. The number of Hungarian victims grows daily. How long can the democratic world allow this to continue? 

HISTORIC BACKGROUND

The Republic of Hungary is located in Central Europe, between the Danube and Tisza rivers, in the middle of the Carpathian Basin. Its borders are the Alps, the Carpathian Mountains and the Dinaric Mountain Chain. The Hungarian plain lies no more than two hundred meters above sea level. The highest point is the Kékes peak, at 1015 meters. 

The exact location of the ancient homeland of the Hungarians is still a subject of dispute. Some believe in the Finno-Ugric origin of the Hungarians and presume that the ancient homeland is in the territory of the eastern tributaries of the Volga River. Other researchers postulate the Sumerian origin of the Hungarians and name Mesopotamia as the cradle of the Hungarian culture. At the beginning of our chronological era, animal husbandry was the occupation of the nomad Magyars, north of the Black Sea, in the Steppes of the territory of the Don River. At that time, they lived in a tribal union. In the 8th century they became part of the Kazar Empire and in the 9th century they left the Empire and settled in Etelköz. Under the leadership of Árpád, in AD 896, they entered the Carpathian Basin, through the passes in the Carpathian mountains and the lower Danube, where they settled and established their state.

They modified it to become a western style state under King István (Saint Stephen) (997-1038) who became a Christian and was crowned by Pope Sylvester I. 

During the thousand years that the Hungarians lived in the Carpathian Basin, they blocked the attacks from the East. The Golden Bull which was enacted shortly after the Magna Carta, was the milestone for Feudal Law. In 1085, King (Saint) László repelled the attacks of the Cumanians (Kuns) against the West. Between 1240 and 1241, King Béla IV. defended Western Europe from the Mongol hordes. From 1440 on, under the leadership of János Hunyadi, the Hungarian army was able to hold back the attacks of the Turks. In 1456, János Hunyadi had such a decisive victory over the Turks at Nándorfehérvár (Belgrade) that it took them 150 years to become strong enough to attack the West again. The Holy See ordered the noon-time bells to be rung all over the world in memory of this victory. During the reign of King Mátyas Corvinus (1458-1490), the son of János Hunyadi, the population of the Hungarian Kingdom was equal to that of England. In 1526, in southern Hungary, in the city of Mohács, Sultan Suleiman II. defeated the Royal Hungarian Army. King Lajos II. died in the battle. (Some say he was killed by his own Czech bodyguard.) In 1541, the Turks captured the castle of Buda and this was followed by 150 years of Turkish occupation in Hungary. During this period of occupation, a large percentage of the Hungarian populace died fighting the Turks. In 1686, with the help of the Hapsburgs, the Hungarians succeeded in expelling the Turks from the country. Unfortunately, they did not regain their independence but exchanged the Turkish occupation for the Hapsburg occupation. The Turks were unsuccessful in breaking into Western Europe but the Hapsburg rulers and the foreign aristocracy brought in Slovaks (at that time Tots) in the north, Rumanians (at that time Vlachs) in the east and Serbs in the south, to settle in the place of the depopulated Hungarian populace. This is why Hungary ceased to remain a homogeneous national state. 

The Hapsburg oppression lasted for 180 years. This is the era of the repeated outbreaks of Hungarian freedom fights. The two largest were the eight year long uprising led by Ferenc Rákóczi II. (1703-1711) and the 1848-1849 freedom fight against the Hapsburgs. In the latter the House of Hapsburg could not withstand the Hungarian army and turned to the Russian Czar Nicholas I, for help. On August 13, 1849, an enormous Russian army forced the Hungarians to lay down their arms. The Hapsburg Emperor, Franz-Joseph I. and the Austrian Chancellery took a bloody revenge on the Hungarians. They hanged 13 Hungarian generals on the gallows in Arad and the first independent Prime Minister, Lajos Battjányi was shot to death. Many of the freedom-fighters were imprisoned. This Hungarians call this era the First Rope Age. The Compromise of 1867 between Austria and Hungary established the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy when Emperor Franz-Joseph I. was crowned King of Hungary. 

Because of this unfortunate alliance, Hungary became involved in World War I., 1914-1918. In many battlefields, during this war, a total of 661,000 Hungarian soldiers died a heroic death. The Armistice of Padua on November 3, 1918, did not change the thousand year-old Hungarian borders. At the end of the war, the liberal Social Democrat "National Council" ordered the returning Hungarian army to lay down their arms and the soldiers were dismissed. Thus the country had no more armed forces to defend herself from the attacking Slovak, Rumanian and Serb units. Anarchy took over and, on the example of the Russian Bolshevism, on March 21, 1919, the Hungarian Soviet Republic was established. This Communist regime which lasted 133 days, totally destroyed the country’s economy. During that time the Red Terror executed 590 people. The Hungarians call this era the Second Rope Age. On August 1, 1919, after the fall of the Communist dictatorship, Admiral Miklós Horthy came into power and was elected to be the Regent of the country. 

On June 4, 1920, the Versailles Dictated Peace Treaty was signed. Out of all those who were on the losing side, this treaty imposed on Hungary the most severe and unjust conditions. The territory of Hungary was reduced from 283,000 km² to 93,000 km². The population was reduced from 18.2 million to 7.6 million. The Hungarian-speaking populace which was given to Austria was 26,000. Czechoslovakia received 1,072,000. Yugoslavia received 465,000. Rumania received 1,664,000. This merciless mutilation of the country was one of the reasons that, in World War II. Hungary became an ally of Germany which supported a revision of her borders, while the Allied Forces refused the Hungarian request for revision. The other reason for joining the German side was that Hungary had already experienced the Bolshevik society and knew what it meant. In 1938, parts of Felvidék (Northern Hungary), Erdély (Transylvania, Eastern Hungary) and the Vajdaság (Southern Hungary) in which Hungarians were living, were returned to Hungary. In 1942 the partisans of Marshal Tito, the Chetniks, attacked the part of Vajdaság which had been returned to Hungary, that is the territory of Bácska. Individual Hungarian soldiers and even battalions became victims of the Serb attacks. On January 4, at Zsablya and Csurog, there were attacks on whole battalions where six Hungarian soldiers were killed. To capture the partisans in the city of Újvidék and its surroundings, the Hungarian army ordered a retaliation and because of their over zealous actions, 4000 people died. For this action, the Hungarian Government was the first in the world to order a court-martial of its own military leaders. On December 14, 1943, those responsible were court-martialed, among them two generals, but before they were sentenced, Crown Prince Albrecht Hapsburg arranged their escape to Germany. They did not come before the Hungarian Court until the end of the war when they received the most serious penalty.

In the autumn of 1944, on the tracks of the retreating Hungarian Army, the Tito Communist partisans and the Soviet Army units marched into the Hungarian areas of Bácska and the city of Újvidék. On October 20, the Serb revenge began which has lasted until the present day and which has taken the lives of more than 50,000 Hungarians. 

Márton Szücs, a retired rural dean and József Kovács, a retired parish priest, both born in Bácska, researched the history of the Roman Catholic parishes. They questioned the village priests and the villagers and then wrote a book called "Halottak hallgatása" (The Silence of the Dead), which was prepared in secret because of the intolerance of the regime. They wrote in October and November 1944: "A blood-storm broke in the peaceful meadows of Bácska". In this book they mention 40,000 Hungarians who were innocent victims of the Tito revenge. To write openly about this number and the true history would have been a very bold action in the Yugoslav Communist State and they did not dare to publish it in their lifetime. After their death, the information from this book was used by Tibor Cseres in his documentary "Vérbosszú Bácskában" (Blood Revenge in Bácska) published in 1991. 

In October 1944, when the Hungarian army retreated from Bácska, the Red Army crossed the River Tisza. Under the protection of the Soviet army, the Communist partisans of Marshal Tito came to the defenseless territory, calling themselves the People’s Liberation Army. This was before the decision had been made that Bácska should be returned to Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia was the ally of England, France and the United States. 

Brigadier General Iván Rukovina was named as Commander of the Serb Army and Director of the administrative offices in Bácska. He had constant and immediate connections with Marshal Tito who was the Commander-in-Chief. Rukovina’s first order on October 22 was to call the attention of his army and the partisans to preserve the Southern Slav characteristics of this territory for the future. This was a covert command to change the ethnic character of this territory by killing the Hungarians and Germans. The Communist partisans who were allies of the Great Powers fulfilled the command. They killed 40,000 Hungarians. In the Újvidék (Novisad) Slobodna Voivodina, the newspaper of the Vajdaság Communist Unified Front, on October 28, 1944, an article appeared with this title "Történelmi határozat" (Historical decision). Among other things the following was written: "We defeated the German and Hungarian conquerors, more exactly we chased them toward the West, but we have not yet exterminated the roots of the poisonous weeds which they spread. . . (How could the Hungarians have been conquerors when in 1941, they took back their thousand year-old territory which had been taken from them by the Serbs?) The Serb people feels that there is a necessity for a firm decision, which will reassure that Bácska will retain its southern Slav characteristics." 

The concept of blood-revenge against the Hungarians was rooted in the commanders of the partisans and their political officers, who were in constant connection with Brigadier General Rukovina, who notified Marshal Tito of every decision and every military action. From the middle of October, 1944, for two months, death was ravaging the territory of Bácska. It was a cold-blooded massacre which was well organized and mercilessly carried out. It was like a decapitation of the ancient populace. On the remaining list of the victims even the national origin was noted. Entire settlements, villages of Hungarians were taken to be killed. The names of the victims on the death lists were those of innocent people. The only accusation against them was that they were Hungarian. The notaries who recorded the names of those who were executed were surprisingly very accurate. They noted not only the name of the victim but also his ethnicity, birthplace, marital status, religion and economic status. These death lists have been well guarded in iron boxes but the earlier mentioned two Catholic priests were successful in identifying 40,000 Hungarian victims which were proved by the register of births in the Hungarian villages.

The Commander-in-chief of the Communist partisan army, Marshal Tito, did not give a written command for the extermination of the Hungarians, but he allowed it and probably gave a verbal command to proceed, so that in the territory which Yugoslavia had reconquered, including Bácska, the partisans could take revenge for every offense which had occurred to the partisans and the Serb people in the four previous years. 

THE METHOD OF THE GENOCIDE

While, according to International Military Law, the Germans and Hungarians killed, one by one, the partisans in civilian clothes, who were shooting at them from their hiding places in the rooftops, the Serb partisans found their enemy to be too numerous and decided to gather ten or more of them in a bunch, tie them together with wire, stand them next to an already dug mass grave and mow them down with a machine-gun. This was the easiest solution. Then all they had to do was to shovel the dirt on top of them. From time to time, they spared their ammunition. They tied ten or more Hungarians together in circle around a haystack and set the haystack on fire. The victims could not escape and some of them burned to death.

When they had time, the Serb partisans pulled off the victims nails with pincers before they killed them. The enjoyment of their revenge was increased if they heated up the pincers. There was one occasion when, in a blacksmith’s forge, they put horseshoes on the bare feet of their victims. Not every Serb partisan was able to bear the horrifying deeds. Some of them vomited as they had to follow the orders. The partisan women also took part in these merciless actions.

Some Hungarian Roman Catholic priests and monks who fell into the hands of these partisan women received especially merciless treatment. Most often they were undressed. The skin on their backs was carved into a cross. The favorite act of torture of the hardier partisan women was to tear off the private parts of the priests with pincers. There was one occasion when the partisan women, wearing boots, stamped on the scrotum of a naked priest.

In the village of Bezda, the Hungarian men were lined up on the sports-field and searched for weapons. The partisans found an empty bullet shell in a boy’s pocket. They made this "guilty" boy stand in the middle of the sports-field and they tied land mines to his feet. Then from a distance, they fired a gun until they hit the land-mine which exploded and tore the boy to pieces.

They sawed off the arms and legs of their victims. There was one case where the partisans tied the whole family of the owner of the lumber-yard to tree trunks and sawed them in half. The use of death by impaling was not only a practice in Roman times but in our days the Serb partisans renewed this practice in Vajdaság and in Bácska. The inhuman, wild blood revenge can be seen clearly in the description of the Serb practice of impaling their victims.

A stake was fashioned from a three-meter long, young oak tree trunk. The bark was taken off and on one end a pointed metal cap was fitted. They put oil onto the bare tree trunk and dug a small hole into which the trunk could be stood upright. Then the Hungarian who was sentence to death on the stake was made to lie on his stomach and a rope was tied to each of his ankles. Two partisans pulled his legs apart and the point of the metal cap was inserted into his anus. They slowly hammered the stake into the victim. When the stake reached the top of the shoulder blade, they turned it to the right so that it broke through the skin at the collar-bone. Then they stood the stake up in the hole which had been dug for it. The Serbs took the greatest pleasure from witnessing the victims cries and suffering for hours on end. Vitéz Ferenc Szombathelyi, Chief of staff of the Royal Hungarian Army, suffered such a death. Zoltán Tildy, a Protestant minister and leader of the Independent Smallholders Party, handed him over to the Yugoslav Communists. The Hungarian people called Tildy a disguised murderer. 

* * *

Some places in Vajdaság where bloodshed took place and the dates of this bloodshed:

In Bezda, on November 3, 1944, all males from the age of 16 to 50 years were lined up on the sports-field on the bank of the Danube and 118 of them were shot with machine guns, and they fell into the Danube. The 28 or 30 Serb Communist partisans who did this belonged to the 51st Division, 12th Brigade of Udarna. It was unusual, but even the Soviet officers were horrified at the extent of the massacre and prevented the Serbs from killing any more people. 

On December 6, 1944, in the city of Zombor, the Serb partisans buried their prisoners up to their necks and drove their tanks over the heads of the victims. In this city, the first impaling took place. These executions in Vajdaság and Bácska were ordered by a Serb Communist partisan woman by the name of Julka, who later in the war died of her wounds. Presently on the mountain top at Batina, a 30 meter granite statue stands in memory of this executioner.

On October 23, 1944, in the early morning hours, Serb partisans occupied Újvidék, under the leadership of Todor Gavrilovics Rilc. From the beginning of the first day of occupation, the Hungarian populace was rounded up in the winter harbor of the Danube. That was a central point for the murders. Before they were killed, the men were kept there for weeks. Among the prisoners and victims were many "dangerous fascists", 14 and 15 year-old boys. The executions began on October 25. A drunken partisan officer read off three hundred names. A little time later the sound of the machine-guns could be heard. The cries of the victims were drowned out by the sound of the revving up of the motors of trucks. The Hungarian prisoners did not receive bread and water until the fifth day, and then only a little. In the first week about 1500 Hungarians were shot. Some of them were thrown into the Danube, some were incinerated and some were thrown into mass graves. In 1970, a new highway was built which had to be detoured to avoid the mass graves in the Feketics Forest. In Újvidék and the surrounding territories, all Hungarian students who were captured were executed. 

In October, 1944 at Szenttamás, out of a village of 18,000, 3000 Hungarians were killed by Serb Communist partisans. The victims were made to dig their own graves in the old Serb cemetery. The executions proceeded in groups of 150-200. An 18 year-old girl accidentally became an eye-witness of the massacre. Her Serb neighbors heard what she related and reported her and the next day the partisans took her away and executed her.

On November 1, 1944, in Szivác, 75 Hungarians were made to undress and were led to the cemetery where, on the command of Brano Bikicsics, the Serb Communist leader, they were executed.

On December 3, 1944, at Adorján, 56 Hungarians were shot on the shore of the Tisza River. 

The Serb partisans following the Soviet Army, arrived at Kanizsa on October 7, 1944. Their first act was to rape every Hungarian woman. 300 Hungarians were gathered together and imprisoned in the basement of the City Hall and most of them were executed right there. The names of those who committed the atrocities were later found in Kanizsa. The bodies were taken away in the night on carts to the island in the river Tisza where they lay unburied for many days covered with lime. Here are the names of a few of the Serb partisans who committed these atrocities: Niklo Radofics, Szvetozár Knezevics, Alexander Oluski, Dusan Ugranov. 

In Óbecse, the Hungarian tragedy began on October 9, 1944. First of all, the 65 year-old Roman Catholic abbot was captured by a few young Serb Communist partisan girls. They broke his face and his entire body. One of them from the city of Zombor was the most cruel. Her name was Zorka. She undressed him and made him lie on a wooden plank and jumped from the table onto his stomach, chest and private parts. When he died on October 14, they threw his body from an upper floor window onto the cobblestone yard and reported that he had committed suicide.

Szentfülöp was a Hungarian settlement since the time of Árpád (A.D. 896). On November 25, 1944, all males in the village from 18 to 60 years-old were executed. Here 212 men were killed. 

In Temerin, in October 1944, several hundred Hungarians became victims of the bloodthirsty Serbs. A Soviet officer prevented the extermination of the entire Hungarian population. 480 Hungarians were killed. 

In the village of Mohol, the killing of Hungarians started in October, 1944. More than 800 Hungarians were gathered and 760 of them were killed. Not only the men but the 16-20 year-old girls were also killed. It is unusual that the Serb Communists first shaved the heads of their victims and then took them to the banks of the Tisza and shot them. 

From October 23 on, the continuous killing of Hungarians took place at Csurog. This was in revenge for the 1941 execution of 765 Serbs by the Hungarian army after the Serb partisans had killed a group of Hungarian police officers (csendőr). In 1944, the Serbs executed a total of 2000 Hungarians. 

In 1942, in Zablya, the Serbs massacred 11 Hungarian soldiers. In retaliation, the Hungarians killed 581 Serbs. Because of this over-zealous retaliation, in the village of Csurog, the Hungarian commanders were court-martialed. The Serb partisans, in October 1944, began their retaliation by forcing the well-to-do Hungarian farmers to bury their heads in the latrines until they died. Even 13 year-old Hungarian boys were killed here along with 2000 other Hungarians. 

In the city of Zombor, according to the well-prepared name-list, the Hungarian genocide began with the capture of two Carmelite monks – Gellért Sztancsics and Illés Hollós. The Hungarians were gathered in the palace of Kronich. They were forced to dig their own mass graves beside the horse race-track. 2,500 Hungarians were buried here. On the outskirts of the city, numerous mass-graves have been found. The entire Hungarian populace of this territory was eradicated – 5,650 Hungarians. 

On the basis of the secret collection of data of the above-mentioned Márton Szücs and Jozsef Kovács, Roman Catholic priests, the record shows that 34, 491 Hungarians were killed in 1944 from November to December, in Southern Hungary, in the territories of Bácska and Vajdaság. With later research, these statistics have risen to more than 40,000 and the number is still growing daily. This includes those Hungarians who lost their lives when the Communist State of Yugoslavia collapsed. 

INFORMATION ABOUT THE GENOCIDAL ACTIVITIES OF THE NATIONALISITC PARA-COMMUNISTS AGAINST THE HUNGARIANS BETWEEN 1990 AND 1992 

The atrocities against the Hungarian minority in Yugoslavia began on September 30, 1987. On this date, at the Central Committee meeting of the Serb Communist Association the nationalistic faction led by Slobodan Milosevic came into power. He was elected President of the Serb Socialist Republic on March 28, 1989.

On July 27, 1991, the Serb Chetniks and the Yugoslav army attacked the Republic of Slovenia which had declared its independence. On the same date, they attacked the independent state of Croatia. In 1992, the Serbs continuously attacked Bosnia which had declared its independence. 

The methods of the executions remained unchanged in 1992.

The following conversation took place in August, 1992, in a smoky pub in Budapest, frequented by Serb fugitives. The Hungarian refugees from Bácska and Vajdaság gathered at a different place. 

· I am an officer of the Serb Liberation Army. My name and rank are not important. 

· I do not doubt it. What happened in Zvornik? Were you there too? 

· Only at the time of the occupation of the village. Many died there. The boys were very angry, so angry that they would not follow orders. The male prisoners were tied together with a long wire, in groups of 25 to 30. The order from above was to take them to the lumber yard and to close them into a storage barn. But when we got there, there was no storage barn. One of the boys noticed a saw. He had the idea that we should make kindling out of the prisoners. Then it started. I could not make them listen to my orders . . . . . 

· Did they really saw up these unfortunate prisoners? 

· A few of them. There was a lot of blood and slowly, they lost interest. I did not even stay till the end. I left them there. 

· Was this when you decided to leave the army? 

· There are some things which a man does not reveal. But I can say one thing. It is really a hellish sight when a saw cuts into living flesh. And when it saws through the bones. 

· Did those people scream? 

· Some of them, as if they were being skinned alive. There were some who shouted "My father is a Serb!" They cried and shouted and fell to their knees. A few of them fainted. But there were some who just clenched their teeth and did not say a word. Then the boys no longer felt like torturing them so the others were spared. 

· Did they let them go? 

· Of course not. They just shot them, but that was at least fast. And now I am going to escape to the West. 

· Do you think you will succeed? 

· Of course, my friend. The Serb connections are very good. Nobody in the whole wide world can trap us Serbs. 

PERSECUTION AND GENOCIDE

Josip Komanović, Croatian Government Commissioner stated: "That fictitious government which came into power has resolutely persecuted the Croatians and the Hungarians. Their intention is to change the ethnological face of Baranya. They settle Serbs into the territory and when they arrive they displace the Hungarians and Croatians from their houses. The armed settlers go to their houses, and order the Hungarians and Croatians to leave their houses within a half an hour or they will be killed. We have knowledge that they have put mines under some houses and the inhabitants have had to leave with only the clothes on their backs. The armed Serbs then force the Hungarians to go to the Hungarian border and chase them into Hungary. Here is the text of a command given by the Serbs to the Hungarians: We order you to leave this village within 24 hours. Otherwise we will force you to leave with our weapons, because you are an USZTASA. (This is what the Croatians were called, who fought on the side of Hitler in World War II.) The Hungarians have no other choice but to leave. 20,000 people have been forced to leave the territory of Baranya. Only one quarter of the populace between the Danube and Drava rivers is Serb. The rest is Hungarian and Croatian. After occupying this territory the Serbs brought in a strictly Serb government. The populace of the ancient Hungarian villages is persecuted. Serbs from Bosnia now occupy the houses of the Hungarians, so that in the future it can be stated that this territory is populated by Serbs. Who will care whether the ancient populace was killed or chased across the borders." 

David Kelemen the representative of the UN and the European Community said the following about the city of Szent László which is populated entirely by Hungarians: "Whoever is not Serb may not live there. The Hungarian populace received a document which they were forced to sign. If they did not sign it, they were shot on the spot or sent to forced labor camps. The document stated that they gave up their houses and property and that they would never come back to the city. This document also included an admission that the signatory had shot at the Serb Yugoslav army. The Serb soldiers handled the Hungarian populace with their notorious mercilessness. I was there and I saw it. It was not enough that the poor people were shot but they were even humiliated after their death. They were decapitated, their eyes gauged out and their stomachs cut with a knife, just as the Serbs did in 1944." 

Milklós Hornyik, a Hungarian writer from Vajdaság stated: "On two occasions I met the UN observers. I saw the documents in their possession and the photos and videos. I read the written reports of the observers. The genocide and persecution of the ancient Hungarian populace was so widespread that there is no such example in the twentieth century. Even Hitler did not do anything like this. In the territories which were occupied by the Serbs, mass-murder and genocide is being conducted. People are being tortured, persecuted and made homeless. The Serb military leadership has many times violated the Geneva Convention on Human Rights. They are committing war-crimes for which Belgrade and the Serbs must be made responsible."

Milan Parosky, a Serb nationalist leader, gave an interview to the Hungarian Television program called "Panoráma". The reporter was Ferenc Szaniszló.

Szaniszló: You surely know that the Hungarians are persecuted and chased out of their villages?

Parosky: Yes, these are Serb territories.

Sz.: Then according to you, Serb territories incorporate such ancient Hungarian villages as Kórogy and Szent László? The Hungarians have been forced out by the thousands from these villages. The people have been tortured. You must know that this was done by the new Serb government. 

P.: The Hungarians were serving the genocidal Croatians! We did not occupy Kórogy but rather we liberated it. The Serbs who were living there liberated the village.

Sz.: Do you call it liberation when the whole village is destroyed and the populace is forced to leave their homes?

P.: Why did they flee? Do you know of even one execution caused by the Serbs?

Sz.: Yes, I do.

P: You can’t know. We have examples of executions from the other side. There were some occasions when the Hungarian villagers were on the side of the Croatians and they shot at the Serb army. They knew that they were guilty and that is why they fled. The local people should not have shot at the Serbs. 

Sz.: Maybe they did not want you to liberate them. So do you acknowledge that the new Serb government massacred the Hungarians?

P.: Baranya is a historical Serb territory.

Sz: Kórogy is a thousand year-old Hungarian village just like Szent László. The Serbs besieged the Hungarian villages for weeks and shot at them with cannons. When they overcame Kórogy, many of the defenders of the village were killed. The Hungarian populace of the village were chased away, Serbs were settled in their place and the name of the village was changed. 

RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION

The Serb army and the Chetniks threatened the populace of the Hungarian villages by destroying the Hungarian churches. They set fire to the church of the village of Darázs in 1999. The Hungarians of the village of Szent László, already in 1991, were prevented from burying their dead in the cemetery of Szent László. The Serb snipers shot at the funeral procession as they approached the cemetery. After that, Serbia attacked Croatia and until January 1992, they shot at every Catholic and Protestant church with cannons. There were some places where the priest’s house and the church were destroyed at the same time. The Hungarian priests were chased away. The church in Kórogy suffered the same fate and the bell-tower was also destroyed. The Protestant minister was chased away. 

The name of the village of Szent László was mentioned in a document of 1404, as a pure Hungarian village. Today, in the village of 458 houses and a populace of 1600, there is not a single Hungarian. The church is in ruins and the priest has fled. The village of Haraszti dates back to the time of the Hungarian Homecoming in AD 896. The houses of the village have been left in ruins by the Serbs. The Protestant church was attacked several times by cannons. The Protestant ministers of Kopács and Csuza were forced to flee. Not a single Roman Catholic priest was able to remain in the territory between the Drava and the Danube. The last priest to be chased away was the priest of Batina, who was humiliated and tortured until he fled. 

THE OCCUPATION OF THE ANCIENT SETTLEMENT PLACES 

The Serb government, led by Radoman Bozovic, gave an order which forced the Hungarian villages in Bácska to accept a designated number of Serb refugees from Bosnia. Bácska-Topolya – 3,400, Ada – 2,900, Zenta – 2,800, Kanizsa – 2,500, Csóka – 2,500. We can see the intention behind these numbers -- to change the demographic picture of the Vajdaság. The Serb government keeps a list of the properties which the Hungarians were forced to leave behind during the War. 

Transylvania: Balkan or Europe?

Sandor Balogh, Ph. D.

At the threshold of a new millennium as the statesmen of Europe consider a historic step of "enlarging" Europe, on the south-eastern border lies a region whose belonging or not belonging is the subject of a serious debate. Nobody questions that Hungary has a thousand year old history as Europe's easternmost outpost. But beyond Hungary's current borders lies Transylvania whose thousand year old connections with Hungary and Europe has been severed some eighty years ago at the French palace of Versailles, at the Trianon peace conference when it was detached from Europe and attached to the Balkan.

Severing Transylvania from Hungary and awarding it to the less than sixty years old Kingdom of Rumania. As the question of Rumania's admission to NATO and to the European Union is being discussed, the minority issue becomes unavoidable. Therefore those advocating Rumania's admission are flooding the media and the literature with success stories about Rumania's ability to handle her minorities. 

Unfortunately, these success stories of Rumania seems exaggerated even from the Rumanian perspective, especially if it is compared to the success of Hungarian efforts for over several hundred years to govern a multi-ethnic community that also included Transylvania. Under the Crown Doctrine, Hungary declared and treated all nationalities equal under Saint Stephen's Crown, following Saint Stephen's Advices to his son, until the Austrian ruling house started to incite the Rumanian nationalists, along with the other nationals of Hungary, to divide and conquer. The so called "King with the hat," Joseph II (ruled 1780-1790), had refused to crown himself with the Holy Crown *which had been a symbol of national unity* as king of Hungary so he was not bound to follow the Hungarian constitution and guarantee, among other things, equal and peaceful treatment of the nationalities. 

His late would be successor, the assassinated Archduke Ferdinand, also planned to postpone crowning himself as king of Hungary after his succession to the throne as Austro-Hungarian emperor so he would be able, before taking his oath on the Hungarian constitution, to dismember Hungary and grant parts of the Kingdom of Hungary to the incited and therefore discontented national minorities or in the case of Transylvania to Rumania, like it actually happened in Trianon after the war that had been provoked by his assassination. So, even without Trianon, had Ferdinand ascended to Franz Joseph's throne, Hungary's fate would likely be quite similar. Ferdinand's goal was to draw both Serbia and Rumania into the Hapsburg empire. Just as the recent "successes" of Rumania have occurred at the expense of the Hungarian minority in Transylvania, Ferdinand's plans were to be carried out also at the expense of Hungary. He was planning to enlarge his empire by victimizing Hungarians. It was this plan to incorporate the enlarged Serbia into the empire that led to his assassination by opposition Serb nationalists, with Russian (and French) support.

There is, however a difference between the Hungarian and Rumanian (also Serb and Slovak) nation-building methods, and it is a major one. The Hungarians were building a multi-ethnic nation where, according to the Crown Doctrine and the so-called  "positive sum" principle, where all nationalities benefited from the peaceful coexistence. The Rumanians and the other beneficiaries of Trianon are building an exclusively Rumanian, Serb or Slovak nation, where one nationality benefits at the expense of others. They followed the methods favored by the Hapsburgs, the so called "conflict approach," where one nationality benefits at the expense of all the others. There is no room for minorities under those chauvinistic regimes. They use methods of the most violent ethnic cleansing ranging from ethnocide to forced assimilation, intimidation and expulsion in their effort at 20th or now 21st Century "nation-building." 

A contemporary Hungarian poet in Transylvania has captured the essence of the situation when he compared the Rumanians, the former minorities in Hungary who were accepted and shielded by Hungarians for centuries before Trianon, to the parasitic cuckoo bird that lays her eggs in the nest of other, smaller birds. As the baby cuckoo bird grows, he throws out his step-brothers and sisters from the warm nest that their parents have built, and of whose hospitality he is taking advantage, and becomes the only survivor from among the nestle of birds.

As we shall see, this is not just a Hungarian complaint but even Transylvanian and Moldavian Rumanians are complaining about it.

I wish I could praise the Rumanians for their successful nation-building methods after the execution of the feared and hated Ceausescu, but unfortunately, the minorities of Transylvania, dwindling in number to this day, continue to be victimized in spite of some more civilized rhetoric. It would take several volumes to list not only the atrocities and human rights violations, the efforts to thwart the work of CSCE and later OSCE, also known as the Helsinki Process that was initiated in 1975 as an effort to improve human rights conditions in the Soviet Bloc at the price of making border and other security guarantees to the Bloc. It is interesting to note that in the spirit of he Helsinki process, the border guarantees are linked with human rights. If human, including minority rights are not respected, the border guarantees should not be binding either.

The Daco-Roman Theory

Rumanian nationalism has as its ideological basis the theory of Rumanian and Daco-Roman continuity. The theory is not accepted by objective Western historians, since it is obviously false and have declared it a fabrication. Even Rumanian linguists (e.g. I. Coteanu) have criticized it, pointing out that the Rumanian language contains Latin words and other grammatical features that did not exist at the time of the Roman occupation of Dacia, thus, it is more likely that he Rumanian language originated much later, in the region of Illiria, along the Adriatic Sea. While the traditional explanation for the survival of the Dacian tribes for a milleneum after the withdrawal of the Roman troops is that they were, very wisely, hiding in the caves and forests so the invaders would not find and kill them, just recently the Rumanian government had issued a new twist on this unbelievable explanation. It did not seem to bother the Rumanian government that this is even more unbelievable. According to the State Report submitted by Romania on Implementation of the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (found on MINELRES web site, 3-15-00) 

" The ethno-cultural symbiosis which led to the formation of the Romanian pe ople continued up to the end of the ninth century AD and the beginning of the tenth century; it is during that period that the formation of the Romanian people may be regarded as having been completed… Between the ninth and the thirteenth centuries the Magyar tribes arrived in Central Europe and established the basis of the Hungarian Kingdom. Transylvania was gradually conquered during the tenth to the thirteenth centuries, from the North-West towards the south-east, following prolonged conflicts with the Romanian political and military forces. Transylvania then became an autonomous principality (voïvodat) within the Hungarian Kingdom…"

There were no "Romanian political and military forces" in Transylvania (or anywhere else) at the time of the Hungarian conquest? The map in Colin McEvedy's authoritative Penguin Maps of Medieval History includes Transylvania as part of the Hungarian Principality (later Hungarian Kingdom) as early as 930 and continues to do so through several centuries! But the maintenance of this lie is necessary to sustain the chauvinistic drive to an ethnically pure Great Rumania. This is also important to establish a territorial claim to Transylvania, which would disappear by admitting that at the time of the Hungarian Conquest Transylvania was a largely empty territory.

The unrealistic Dako-Rumanian theory is also criticized from an unexpected corner. Dr. Napoleon Savescu, founder and president of the Romanian Medical Society in the USA, and an amateur historian, wrote a book, THE REAL HISTORY OF ROMANIA, which can be found on Dr. Savescu's web site on the Internet (www.Dr-Savescu.com). Dr. Savescu explains, that if the Hungarians could not assimilate the Romanians of Transylvania in a thousand years, it is unlikely, that the Romans could have so completely Romanized the Dacians in about one quarter of that time. He also notes that modern Rumanian language contains a total of  7 (seven!) Dacian words. So, he proposes (in what seems to be a spoof on excessive and unfounded Rumanian national pride in their pre-history) that actually Rumanians are "not Roman descendants but vice versa," and the Rumanian language is several thousand years old, older even than the Sumerian civilization.

An outsider might make light and smile at the Rumanian naiveté to claim continuity between present day Rumanians and the Dacians of the third Century AD, but unfortunately, there is little to smile. Driven by unscrupulous political leaders, radical historians and other intellectuals, including many from among the Orthodox clergy and chauvinistic journalists, not only the Rumanian masses but many foreign historians and journalists who have not taken the trouble to do independent research have become brainwashed into an uncritical acceptance of a theory. 

The result is that Rumania as a whole has become the hotbed of a dangerous form of nationalism. Pope Pius XI in a 1938 Address (Le Missioni il Nazionalismo) made an important distinction between two kinds of nationalism. After explaining  that "nations were made by God," he stated that "there is room for fair and moderate nationalism, which is the breeding ground of many virtues, but beware of exaggerated nationalism as of a veritable curse." The guiding ideology of Rumania is such a curse. This is what they teach in many Rumanian schools, preach in many Orthodox churches, read in many Rumanian newspapers, and hear from nationalist Rumanian politicians like the major of Cluj, the former Hungarian capital of Transylvania, Kolozsvar. 

Human and Minority Rights Abuses

In spite of some constitutional language and treaty obligations included both in the post W.W. I and post W. W. II peace treaties with Rumania about prohibiting fascist-like organizations whose purpose is to violate human and minority rights, the Vatra Romanescsa, an openly anti-anything-but-Rumanian organization, still exists and works openly. Its admitted goal is terrorizing, exiling, and if they must, killing Hungarians, to establish an ethnically pure Rumanian Transylvania.

While some constitutional provisions seem to pay lipservice to human and minority rights, their effectiveness is undermined by other provisions proclaiming Rumania a "unitary nation state." In the common interpretation this means that "Rumania is for the Rumanians." Hungarians, whose ancestors may have lived in Transylvania for close to a milleneum are called by the pejorative term "bozgor," that means homeless, one without a homeland, an unwelcome trespasser in their Rumanian's homeland. 

They teach this to little Rumanian kids from kindergarten up, in reading, songs and history lessons, in and out of schools, in the street, on the radio and in churches. Little wonder then, that with cruelty that only children are capable of, they throw this in the face of their Hungarian classmates and schoolmates. 

According to a study of Rumanian history textbooks, in the last few years the history texts for Hungarian students have been re-written in a somewhat more moderate and objective tone, but the Rumanian texts continue the old distortions. Thus the two sets of books seem to contradict each other on the history of Transylvania. Thus, generations of young Rumanians continue to grow up with this inculcated sense of superiority based on false history, and feel their rights are being violated daily by the presence of these unwelcome foreigners in their beloved homeland! When, in 1999 the style of some Rumanian language history books became less inflammatory and a bit more objective, the usual chauvinistic circles have created such an uproar that the Rumanian parlament had to in vite the Minister of education, Andrei Marga,  and who was forced to appoint a committee to study the situation. 

In 1996 there was an International Colloquium in Jassi (Rumania) on Rumanian history textbooks. Lucian Boia, a Rumanian professor, warned that the current texts still reflect the 19th Century romantic view of Rumanian history and the historical myths that followed from it. His Rumanian colleagues severely criticized this view, of course.

This is the kind of nationalism that the pope called a "veritable curse"! 

Therefore even if a Rumanian government would, by some miracle, make an honest effort at treating minorities according to expected international norms, at the first election they would be thrown out by a brainwashed, chauvinistic populace. If the problem is to be solved peacefully, it will have to be done gradually, by first providing and enforcing appropriate forms of autonomy to create a protective wall between the minority and the chauvinistic majority, until a new generation of Rumanians grows up in a more objective and more democratic atmosphere, where respect for all humans and human rights, based on an objective understanding of their true history, will be restored. This, however, would take generations, and would have to start with a new generation of teachers. A new generation of teachers could be trained, however, only with tremendous outside pressure and assistance. But while cultural autonomy would satisfy some Hungarian demands there are Rumanians who want to go even further and demand an independent Transylvania that could join NATO and the European Community after Hungary.

The purpose of this essay is not to propose solutions, but it would be irresponsible not to point out that if such a reform is not soon forthcoming, for whatever reasons, it seems most likely that the situation for the minority will further deteriorate. According to the near consensus of international law experts if this would happen and autonomy is not granted (in time!) the people's rights to self-determination would include the right to separate from their perpetual oppressors (see Autonomy and the New World Order, by this author available on the internet under WWW.HUNGARY.COM/CORVINUS). 

The Hungarian political party, the Democratic Union of the Hungarians in Romania (DUHR, or RMDSz in Hungarian) as coalition partner after the 1996 elections could not achieve any of its major goals, in spite of promises by the major party in the coalition government, because the hands of the major party were tied by the chauvinistic demands of the Rumanian public. After the 2000 elections the new Rumanian coalition partner also made some promises to soothe the European Community leaders with a seemingly more enlightened minority policy, but the public is not ready to accept any meaningful reform in the treatment of the "bozgors," as long as the Hungarians are viewed as "bozgors."  They must remove first this label that reminds one of the cuckoo bird mentality from the Hungarian minority, through reforms first in the Rumanian Constitution, then in the education system, the media, and the sermons in the Orthodox Churches. One shortcut the government may attempt, as a starting point, is to change the "nation state" provision of  the Constitution since according to the popular interpretation if Rumania is a "nation state," it means that Rumania is of the Rumanians, and all foreigners are "bozgors." Any meaningful reform must outlaw the constitutionally based term "bozgor," define calling and/or treating any minority "bozgor" as a hate crime, as it is done in other, more civilized societies, punishable with severe penalties. 

During last year's (2000) elections, Senator Gyorgy Frunda, the presidential candidate of the Democratic Alliance of the Hungarians in Romania, declared that his party (UDMR) is firm in its belief that Rumania is not a national state. The Senator also pointed out that Article 1 of the Rumanian Constitution, declaring that Romania is a national state, along with some other constitutional provisions, should be modified. 

Frunda said that there are several national minorities that live in Romania and from this perspective, the above-mentioned statement in Article 1 of the Constitution of Romania "is not in accordance with truth". Also, the nation-state concept makes the non-Rumanian minorities second-class citizens, violating the equal rights principle!  "If we want to become members of the European Union, we must apply this principle", explained Frunda. 

UDMR President Bela Marko also stated that the fundamental law of Romania has a series of "shortcomings", such as the bicameral legislative system, and added that the modifications in the Constitution are done as a result of political consensus. In other words, if the Rumanian nationalists object to a human *or minority* right amendment, regardless of its fairness or necessity, it cannot be passed. 

Thus one should take every promise of minority-policy reform with a grain of salt: is it a genuine willingness to turn Transylvania into a Switzerland type multi-ethnic country with equal rights for all, or is it only window-dressing to gain entry into the European Union? 

The International Atmosphere

Although there are several international organizations, from the UN and OSCE (Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe, also known as the Helsinki Group) to the  European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia which had opened just last year (2000), to improve the human rights situation in Europe, there is little improvement in the minority situation in Central Europe. One reason is that the international community learned the wrong lessons in Bosnia and Kosovo. Instead of dealing with the problems while there is still time and before the human rights crisis boils over and large scale violence erupts so that it cannot be ignored any more, they tend to sweep it under the proverbial rug and turn the other way, saying "we don't want another Kosovo!" 

The same international community has applied pressure on the Hungarian governments, beginning with the Antall government right after the first free post-communist elections of 1990, to sign bi-lateral treaties with the neighboring countries denouncing any territorial claim, and in effect if not in words, admit that there is no minority problem in those countries. The treaty with Rumania was signed under the post-communist Horn government by Laszlo Kovcs foreign minister, also a former communist. With this the Hungarian governments gave up their traditional role as protectors of the Hungarian minorities. All the current Orban government can do is to plug some holes and make it possible, by unilateral Hungarian efforts, to improve the status of the Hungarians in Rumania in relationship to Hungary, without any effective role to play in improving the minority right situation in Transylvania. 

The true purpose of the Treaties becomes obvious from an interview with former Foreign Minister Laszlo Kovacs (Central Europe Online, April 27, 00). On the Hungarian-Romanian basic treaty concluded under the Horn government  (1994-1998), Kovacs said it was the "best document attainable" at the time, which essentially accounted for improvements in Hungarian-Romanian relations and the situation of Romania's Hungarian minority. This "best document," due to the Rumanian government's stubbornness, in reality could not "attain" anything for the minorities, although it did improve the Hunga rian-Romanian government relations, removing a major obstacle to Hungary's NATO and eventual European Union membership.

The irony is that while the US recognized as early as 1940 and the appropriate foreign policy panels like the "Interdivisional Committee on the Balkan-Danubian Region," made recommendations to the President about some necessary border changes after the war to correct the minority problem by returning major minority enclaves to the mother country (in this case to Hungary), US negotiators completely disregarded the suggestion of their own panel (see Ignac Romsics, Wartime American Plans for a New Hungary; Documents from the US Dept. of State; Columbia University Press, 1991 pp. 256 ff)

In its desire to sweep the problems under the rug the Clinton Administration's foreign policy team through its Ambassador to Rumania, the Hon. James Rosapepe even took an active role. It sponsored a survey to prove the pre-conceived conclusion that there is no minority problem in Rumania. 

According to a NATMINET 7 July 2000 report, *"the results of a survey sponsored by the USA Government, were made public in Bucharest on Friday, on the occasion of the international conference 'The Romanian Model of Ethnic Relations: the last ten years, the next ten years' shows that 'the relationships between Romanians and Hungarians in Transylvania have not become worse, thanks to a high level of tolerance and to the wish of the two ethnic groups to co-operate in a democratic framework.' The survey was conducted by the Interethnic Relations Research Center in the period between 19th May and 1st June, according to the communiqué of the USA Embassy in Bucharest."

Unfortunately, the survey results do not bear out this optimistic conclusion. The Clintonese "spin-doctoring" begins with the statement: "According to the survey, 64.2% of the Romanians and over 70% of the Hungarians consider that the relationships between Romanians and Hungarians are better or the same as compared to the period before 1989. Only one third of the Romanians consider that the situation is worse today." But please note: this does not reflect the "situation" of the Hungarian minority, only the "relations" between the groups. 

The report continues with a different result, seeming to contradict this just quoted result: "In Transylvania, where the concentration of people belonging to the Hungarian ethnic group is highest, almost 50% of the Hungarians believe that the relations between the Romanians and the Hungarians are 'the same', 'better' and 'much better' than before 1989. Almost one third consider that the situation is 'somewhat better' and 'much better'." If one reads this carefully, it will become obvious that more than half of the Hungarians living in Transylvania, believe that their situation has actually worsened since the Ceausescu regime was overthrown. But even if ten years later it is the same as it was at the high-point of the Ceausescu regime, it does not say much about the last ten years! 

Before going any further, one must ask the question: how can such a discrepancy exist between the views of Hungarians in Rumania at large, and Hungarians in Transylvania? While in the at-large group "over 70% of the Hungarians consider that the relationships between Romanians and Hungarians are better or the same as compared to the period before 1989," among the Transylvanian Hungarians less than 50% answered positively to the same question. This means that the Hungarians in Transylvania were vastly under-represented, so the over-represented group of Hungarians had skewed the result in the direction of the expected result!

"Questioned about the interethnic relations at local level, meaning the region they live in, only 12.7% of the Hungarians and 2% of the Romanians feel that there is a conflict between the two ethnic groups. 'It is certain that those questioned feel the situation in their immediate vicinity - the one that they are accustomed to - better than that at national level,' concluded James Rosapepe, the Ambassador of the USA in Romania, present at the launching of the results of the survey." But there is another possible interpretation for these low figures. This question is largely irrelevant in ethnically homogeneous communities, where there can be no "local conflict" by definition! Also, if Transylvanian Hungarians are so underrepresented, the figures do not give an accurate picture of the true relationship in heterogeneous communities. 

Another telling figure is that "the percentage of those that consider that the ethnic groups or the minorities represent a threat to the peace and security in Romania has dropped in the last five years to half, the survey points out." But it fails to explain, a "half" of what? But the point is that still a large number of Rumanians treat minorities as "bozgor." Also, that the openly anti-Hungarian Great Romania Party gained around 25% of the votes in the November-December 2000 elections.

"As for the means of improving interethnic relations, a considerable percentage  of the Romanians (87.5%) and Hungarians (94.2) agree that the broadcasts and publications that stir ethnic hatred should be banned. 'It seems that both the Romanians and the Hungarians are of the same opinion - when there is nothing nice to be said about a minority group it is better to keep silent' the American ambassador James Rosapepe commented." 

"Ethnic pride is considerable, taking into account the fact that 67.5% of the Romanians and 77.4% of the Hungarians declare that they totally agree with the statement: 'I am proud to have been born a Romanian/Hungarian'."  One must wonder what the remaining one third of Rumanians and one fourth of the Hungarians have their own ethnicity.

" 'There are certainly differences in politics and perception. For instance, 65.9% of the Romanians consider that the Hungarians have enough rights, while 83.1% of the Hungarians think that the minority groups do not have enough rights. But, as the survey demonstrates, there is a high degree of tolerance and acceptance between the two ethnic groups. We have the conviction that the Romanian democratic system is a means of solving any kinds of differences. This is the Romanian model* a debate in a tolerant society', ambassador Rosapepe concluded."

Thus, the report seems to support the preconceived American notion that outside interference is not warranted, because the "tolerant" Hungarians will peacefully continue to carry their burden, so Rumania can eventually join NATO and the European Community, and will open the way for foreign investors, at the price of continued victimization of millions of Hungarians.

But fortunately, there are some "domestic," that is Rumanian voices that seem to be increasingly intolerant of the situation in Transylvania and Moldova, a Romanian speaking member of the CIS. The former Soviet republic is courted by Rumania, asking the to join Rumania, to unite all Rumanian speaking people in one country.

Dissenting Romanian Views

It is not only Hungarians that complain about conditions in Transylvania. In the Tuesday, November 23, 1999 issue of the Hungarian Erdelyi Naplo (Transylvanian Diary; published in Nagyvarad, Oradea in Rumanian) there was an interesting article, quoting a paper, "And Where Are We Headed?", written in the middle of the decade (1990's), by a well known Moldovan political scientist, Bogdan P. Nistor, who seems to be an ethnic Ruma nian.

According to Nistor, "every Rumanian Constitution since 1923 contains the provision that Rumania is a unitary Rumanian nation-state, which means that all territories where Rumanians live, or where they have moved over the centuries, regardless the demographic composition of the region, is ancient Rumanian land." Thus, on this basis, Moldova is also ancient Rumanian land, "the Great Rumania's holy land, the legitimate successor of the ancient Dacian Empire" and it must belong to the Great Rumanian State. Moldovans, of course, are terrified of this prospect, and in referendums have rejected joining their brethren in the Greater Rumania. 

It should be noted that according to Grolier's encyclopedia, " Roughly coterminous with Bessarabia, Moldova forms the eastern half of historic Moldavia; the western half is in Romania…ethnic Moldovans, a Romanian-speaking people, constitute about 65% of the population. Ethnic Russians and Ukrainians each comprise about 13Ð14%, and the Gagauz, a Turkic-speaking group, total about 5%. Ukrainians and Russians form about 60% of the population in the Transnistrian region, between the Dnestr River and the Ukrainian border. The Gagauz live primarily in southern Moldova." Yet, Moldova has no minority problem, and its treatment of the Gagauz minority who live in the South, in an autonomous region, is exemplary.

Being a political scientist, Nistor seems to know that the best defense is a good offense. So he claims that the "great Rumanian Unity," used to justify incorporating Moldova into Rumania is a hoax, since even the three existing three regions of Rumania, the Regat, Transylvania, and Moldavia (that once had been united with Moldova) are divided by culture, politics, and historic past. 

According to Nistor, History does not know "homogeneous nation-states. Let's look at ourselves sincerely, who we, Rumanians really are? Every thinking Rumanian knows that the Rumanian people itself is not so unified as the promoters of the "unitary Rumanian nation-state" imagine and lie to us. The Soviet Union, Yugoslavia (and later Czechoslovakia; SB) fell apart, but what will happen to Rumania, which is also the result of the post World War I Peace Dictates? This question, from the perspective of Moldova, is especially worrisome."

"With some oversimplification, on the territory of today's Rumania, there are three basic 'culture-types'. Most typical is the soft Slavic spirit of the Moldovans: our folk art, poetry and architecture, and even our state-forming ability is much more developed than the Rumanians closer to the Balkans."

"The Rumanians of the Regat, who have assimilated to the Balkan people, blessed by intermarriage with the gypsies, are quick and smart in business, and are very power thirsty. The Byzantine thinking is so much in their blood that they can change their views without any scruples, according to their interests. They were always the most patriotic, the most nationalistic, the so called 'national patriots'."

"The third type is the Rumanians of Transylvania, who were acculturated by the 800 years of proximity to the western cultured Hungarians and Germans. From the religious perspective, being Greek Catholics, they are also a transition between Orthodox and Western Christianity. The national consciousness was formed by the Latin culture, which became the foundation of the 'all-Rumanian' consciousness, without accepting and di gesting European Christianity's and spirit's values, and relationship systems."

"Thus, these three elements, with quite different historic past, were stitched together in the illusion of Great Rumania. This 'consciousness of greatness' had quickly turned into the false, and on the long run dangerous 'national consciousness,' which appears to be damaging only to the incorporated minorities, in reality, however, contains multiple dangers for us too! Because the leading elite of this inflated state forged a political tool from our history whose main goal has become ethnic homogenization, which could only be carried out by a herd, centralized state apparatus. And this central apparatus was in the hands of the Southerners, so they have obtained the right to make decisions and in the process subdued the Rumanians of both Moldovia and Transylvania."

"The once flourishing Moldovian culture that kept pace with Europe, under Bucharest's domination sunk into a gray provincialism and to succeed they had to leave their homeland and move to Bucharest. But even there they had to fight against being 'outsiders.' But it was not only spiritual and cultural provincialism but economic as well. Moldavia's economic potential remained undeveloped or was exploited to the benefit of the Southern Region, condemned to a truly colonial role. If a native of Moldavia spoke up in support of his home region, he was quickly labeled a separatist…"

After examining the Regat's opposition to the return of confiscated Church property of the Greek Catholics in Transylvania, who are mostly Rumanians in union with the Pope, with the Orthodox Patriarch even threatening with a "Bosnia-like situation in the heart of Transylvania", Nestor announces, that "this is a shocking revelation to he Moldavians. This is a direct result of the centrist thinking that resulted in two dictatorships already for Rumania under Antonescu and under Ceausescu. This is too much in one century."

Then he drops the bomb: "We don't want the rule of the South! Because if the leader of the Roman Orthodox Christians threatens his overwhelmingly Rumanian brethren of the Greek Catholic faith, how can we expect that the current rulers accept us from the Moldovan Republic as equal partners, letting us retain our hard fought-for independence? According to their views any autonomy or independence is anti-Rumanian, and a source of civil war. The current government attempts even to make respectable to most nationalist, most chauvinist political parties, to maintain its parliamentary majority. The Funar (Gheorghe Funar is the radical nationalist mayor of Cluj-Kolozsvar, formerly the largest Hungarian city in Transylvania) party's program defines the creation of the historic national unity of Rumanians, while the Great Romania Party openly proposes the creation of Greater Rumania and the incorporation of Moldova…. In reality, the centralized Rumanian state apparatus does not want to hear of the autonomy not only of the provinces, but even of the counties and wants the administration of public affairs carry out by centrally appointed officials. They oppose and declare illegal any local initiative. The Moldovan Republic cannot fit into this structure except by force under military occupation, as it had happened after the two World Wars."

"We, Moldovans, do not want to be subjected to the corrupt southerners, who aim at e xclusive power over the country through a centralized governmental structure. We still remember well the rule of the state officers who were sent to rule over us, and the pogroms of 1940 when the police sent from Bucharest, along with the Germans, robbed and murdered masses of Jewish, Ukrainian, Russian, Gypsy, and even Rumanian citizens."
"We remember well…. Therefor it is not without reason that we want (with the exception of the paid agents of Bucharest) the unity of Moldova but not under the present power structure and constitution, in the framework of Rumania but as a Moldavan Republic, united with Moldavia…." In other words, Nistor openly advocates the breaking up of Rumania, making Moldavia independent so it could unite with Moldova in a free republic. This would restore the situation that existed before Moldavia united with Wallachia to form the kingdom of Rumania in 1859.

"This question is constantly on the agenda. Recently the editor in chief of the Patria Tânara, a monthly with 300,000 circulation, announced that he will promote the idea of the Greater Moldova… Every Rumanian knows that from the 14th Century to 1859 Moldova was an independent principality, with its own state, independent army, treasury, money, and government…."

Nistor concludes his study by pointing out that Moldovans, who want to belong to Europe once again, rightfully see Rumania as an obstacle of joining Europe, therefore the road to Europe leads through Transylvania. Thus, he argues, an independent Transylvania should join the European Community and "open the way for an independent, unified Moldova to finally join, from her own resources, the more developed regions of Europe. We, Moldavians, must plan our future in this direction," concludes Nistor.

We have spent considerable time on the brilliant analysis of Nistor on the problem of the three diverse Rumanian cultures because it helps to understand the Hungarian minority's situation under the Rumanian oppression, and on Moldava, because Nistor's criticism is followed by a similar plea by a Rumanian in Transylvania.

On September 16, 1998 the ethnic Rumanian Sabin Gherman, a Transylvanian journalist, published an article in the Rumanian press, "I have had enough of Rumania!"

"I am fed-up with being a disrespected citizen, wrote Gherman, just a 'Hey, you' ," for everyone, with the wheeling-dealing and Gypsy-like behavior that is associated with the name of Romania." He continues with a litany of grievances against the centralized Rumanian government, from  the exorbitant sums spent on Bucharest, the Central City, more than is spent on the entire region of Transylvania, and the conditions of the roads, to "standing in a queue at the revenue office, at the bank, at whatever is owned by the State and everywhere it's usual to give a tip! A bribe, a  payola. True Turkish habits, without which nothing will work."

His politician contacts keep telling him, "that 'we have no chance whatsoever' (Transl. note: to join modern Europe)…. And what then? I don't want to emigrate, just because nothing has been changed in ten years. I'm just fed-up with Romania.  With its synonyms.   With its make-believe tales that have nothing to do with the history…. If I regret anything now, at 30 years old, is that I was born here, that I am one of those who learned in the school that this people, - "the beople" (Transl. note: this is how Ceausescu used to pro nounce the word "people"), Gentlemen! *  was in a permanent erection in front of the history. What people? We, who hadn't shown virility even once, we, who had packed up during the periods of migration and flew to the forests, we, who had fallen down in a faint in those salons where the history had been decided (Transl. note: reference to the Romanian Foreign minister's faint, when he heard the Vienna decision in 1940, returning Northern Transylvania to Hungary), we, who stand in line for a piece of bread and don't know what other new slyness to invent…." 

"I'm fed-up to hear that the utmost danger watching for me like a mugger behind the corner, is the federalization of Romania. I'm fed-up to hear that I must tighten the belt again and again, as docile as a donkey. In the name of the "unity" and "prosperity" of the Romanian people. While I'm waiting for the real unity, the unity of Transylvanian representatives for Transylvania, the civilian offensive to safeguard the small that remained here. And me, who is praying every evening to come an end to László Tõkés, with his ethnic Hungarian demands and accusations directed against all of us Romanians. (Transl. note: ironical reference to the Hungarian Reformed  bishop, the frequent target of Romanian nationalists' attacks). Yet, in vain. So far. Some people have carried out the Unification [of Transylvania with Romania in 1918]. Other people put their hopes in a Swiss-type confederation with Hungary, the Czechs and Austria. And still others, as Ioan Slavici for example, said that the unification of Transylvania with Romania is hogwash, and were jailed. Now we can see, what the unification caused. Seriousness, elegance and discipline, that are features of Transylvania, were flooded with vulgarism and arrogant laziness. The ordinary Balkan habits, the civilization of pumpkinseeds."

"Romania had a chance to unite with Transylvania, to learn something from its organization, its system of values. It did not happened so: Romania had swallowed up Transylvania - this is why on the great boulevards of Bucharest one can slide down every three yards because people spit. I am not the man who says this, but someone who is equal to the Lord, Cioran (Transl. note: well-known Romanian writer). Many people will jump up to the sky to repel what I have said here-before. But: how many of you didn't go to Bucharest with full bags, the famous woven bags, packed with bottles of hard drink? And you didn't carry them to your friends, but to directors, to the ministries, to offices with armored doors. And if you would have been so idiots to forget those bags, how many times weren't you warned that in Bucharest it's used to open the door with your head, your hands being dragged down by "packages". Bucharest, this is the place where the genius suffering from tuberculosis is kissing with the illiterate millionaire, a city, which has thought all the country that goods are "distributed". "Meat is being distributed", "Eggs are being distributed". Something is always being distributed. Mollusk attitude. 

"There are no rights here, but only favors. People from here eat pumpkinseeds, and they say: 'there is many', and generally the peons born, reproduce themselves and die. They didn't learn anything from the Hungarians, nor from the Austrians or the Germans. … Perhaps, this is why the bravest 'defenders' of Transylvania were born beyond the Carpathians, outside Transylvania. Perhaps, this is why Europe ends somewhere at Brasov (Hungarian: Brassó). There ends also Transylvania. Because, beside of the language and the bad highways we have nothing in common. We have to wake up. We have to admit that what is happening now it's a comedy. And one, in which your children are asking for chocolate, and you just shrug your shoulders. Where, tremblingly, you are always looking for protection, supporters, and favors. Where you mutter at the street corner about the villas of the policemen and of the representatives. This is a world condemned to live by borrowing from one salary to the next…."

"We have to become conscious of the fact that there are also other ways of living. That we are different. That all what's really wrong comes from Bucharest, from the luxury palaces, where the politicians are quarreling over the bone without shame. We must see that neither the Hungarians, nor the Germans are our enemies, but ourselves, we, who live from one day to the other, we, who are condemned to steal and curse on the street corner. We have nothing to tell to each other, we have told everything in 75 years (Transl. note: since 1918 when Transylvania was united with Romania) and we are now 75 times poorer. As for the rest, I wish you a nice day - as for myself, I am fed-up with Romania, I want my Transylvania!"

Therefore Gherman started the "Pro Transylvania Foundation" with Transylvanian Rumanian support. True to the dictatorial methods of the Bucharest authorities, there are several law suits pending against him. He is charged with treason and with undermining state authority. But he and his friends are undaunted. The irony is that while he is risking his freedom and perhaps even life for democracy and self determination, the West pays little attention to his crusade, and the American Ambassador, in the name of a government that governs the oldest democracy on earth, is twisting survey results to show that all is quiet in Rumania, the West may sleep in peace, and eventually should admit Greater Rumania to the community of civilized nations. It would be like the well-known American saying about the "bull in the china store."

As for the Hungarians, most of whom also are ready to support him, in an interview Sabin Gherman quoted Brãtianu, the brilliant Rumanian strategist after World War I, who had stated that "we want Transylvania, but without the Transylvanians." According to Gherman, “since then, not much has changed!” Instead of resources, Rumanians treat minorities as an inconvenience, burden, something to get rid of.

The Official Response--A Political Analysis

Rumanian authorities have taken the Gherman challenge quite serious. According to STRATFOR's Global Intelligence Update (June 9, 1999) "Romania Confronts Transylvanian Separatism" (see MINELRES report, Thu, 10 Jun 1999 19:32:23 +0300 (EET DST)Message-Id:    MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor 375FE624.349BDA9D@mailbox.riga.lv
) "Romanian President Emil Constantinescu has rejected the call - contained in a document circulating among inte llectuals in the Transylvania region of western Romania - for Transylvanian self-government within a federal Romanian state.  The devolution argument, while framed in economic terms, has clear ethnic overtones as Transylvania is home to a large population of ethnic Hungarians. The Transylvania question is but one of the ethnic minority issues that continue to plague the new NATO members and aspiring NATO members of Eastern Europe.  With NATO seen as effectively sanctioning the devolution, if not independence, of an ethnically Albanian Kosovo from Serbia, keeping these other problems in check will be an increasingly difficult task."

"During a visit to Mures and Teleorman counties in the Transylvania region of western Romania on June 5 [1999], Romanian President Emil Constantinescu responded to a document reportedly circulating among intellectuals in Transylvania that calls for a federal structure for Romania.  The document reportedly asserts that, as Transylvania is more advanced economically than the rest of Romania, it could be integrated more rapidly into the European Union.  The document argues for the devolution of Transylvania and the Banat region, with the establishment of a regional government and parliament.  According to the proposal, Bucharest would then only deal with foreign policy and defense issues related to the Transylvania and Banat regions."

 "In his reaction to the document, Constantinescu … stressed that his administration cannot accept 'any form of federal governing system or regional-type legislative administrations, and we do not accept separatist ideas running counter to the interests of the Romanian nation.' He added, 'intellectual adventures of this kind will cost the people of this country dear.'  Constantinescu was echoed three days later by the main party of the governing coalition, the PNT-CD Christian Democratic National Peasants' Party.  The party's spokesman, Remus Opris, said on June 7 that the President and the whole country had to 'watch so that constitutional provisions regarding national, sovereign, independent, unitary, and indivisible state were not attacked either from inside or outside of the state.'  Still, while ruling out a federated Romania, Constantinescu did accept the possibility of administrative autonomy for the region, noting that a juridical framework already exists to support such a move."

 "While sources claim that 80 percent of the document's signatories are ethnic Romanians, and the document reportedly stems from the 1998 manifesto "I am fed up with Romania," written by Romanian separatist Sabin Gherman, any suggestion of Transylvanian devolution immediately raises the issue of the region's Hungarian population.  Like Serbia's Vojvodina and sections of Slovakia and Ukraine, Transylvania is home to a large ethnic Hungarian minority, and has been recently experiencing increased ethnic tensions."

 "Anti-Hungarian demonstrations erupted on June 5 and 6 [1999] in the Transylvanian city of Cluj, following a victory by the Romanian soccer team over the visiting Hungarian team.  The mayor of Cluj, Gheorghe Funar, who is also the head of the nationalist Party of Alliance for the Romanians' Unity, reportedly rallied the crowds with extremist anti-Hungarian comments, sparking a demonstration of several thousand people in front of the Hungarian Consulate in Cluj.  The demonstrators shouted slogans such as 'we will defend Transylvania' and 'out with the Hungarians from the country.' Scattered incidents of vandalism by Romanians against Hungarian properties also reportedly occurred in large Transylvanian cities…."

"… Inside Romania and Slovakia, ethnic Hungarian parties have been limiting their public activities to political fights for bilingual government in areas of greater than 20 percent ethnic minorities, but the independence calls form radicals within Hungary have not gone unheard." 

"With the conflict in Yugoslavia apparently leading to NATO-sanctioned and guaranteed autonomy for ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, radical nationalists in Eastern Europe seem encouraged to push their own similar agendas. As countries like Hungary attempt to settle into Western politico-military structures, and others like Romania and Slovakia seek admittance into NATO and the European Union, these cross-border disputes will become ever more critical.  There are a great number of maps of Europe waiting to be redrawn, and a host of groups eager to start drawing.  With Hungary in NATO and NATO heading into Kosovo, it is too late to talk about keeping these problems outside Western Europe.  Pandora's box is opening, and unless these problems are addressed politically and economically, they may, like Kosovo, express themselves militarily.  Constantinescu's willingness to discuss greater administrative autonomy for Transylvania may be a first step in the right direction."

Obviously, it is this Pandora's box that the West wanted to sweep under the rug by insisting on the Basic Treaties between Hungary and her neighbors, and motivated the Clinton Administration to create and spin-doctor a survey to show that all is fine in Rumania. But the thin veil is so transparent that serious groups like STRATFOR, an American intelligence consulting firm (   MACROBUTTON HtmlResAnchor http://www.stratfor.com/
) easily see through it. Unfortunately, though, even the limited administrative autonomy, mentioned by Constantinescu as a possible start, has come to a halt. So, Rumania still aspires to become a NATO member and to join the EU, therefore have invited the UDMR into the coalition as window-dressing. No meaningful reform is likely in the near future without outside pressure concerning Transylvania's colonial status and any demands for autonomy are likely to be ignored at best, oppressed at worst.

It should be noted that Remus Opris, spokesman of the Rumanian PNT-CD Christian Democratic National Peasants' Party, the main party of the governing coalition, in his list as potential dangers included any challenge "either from inside or outside of the state … to Rumanian constitutional provisions regarding national, sovereign, independent, unitary, and indivisible state were not attacked."

The list of prohibited demands includes demands of the Hungarian community, namely, changing the nationality provision, and of Nistor and Gherman, asking for an independent or at least autonomous Transylvania and Moldavia, as they would violate the "unitary and indivisible nature" of Rumania. For good measure, by asserting the sovereign and independent character of the Rumanian state, Opris rejects in advance any potential foreign pressure or intervention! Thus, there is no room for any challenge to the current domination of the Rumanians of the Regat! The Rumanian policy is an absolute defense of the status quo! Still, they want to get into NATO and EU as a democratic, liberal country!

 Yet, in spite of this categorical rejection of any meaningful reform, according to many observers of Transylvania today there can be no serious discussion of the future of Transylvania, and consequently, of Rumania, without addressing the process initiated by Bogdan P. Nistor and Sabin Gherman. This will be especially important if and when Rumania applies for NATO and EU membership.  

At the present time Rumania can take comfort in the fact that the UN Resolution ("UN Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples," General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) of December 14, 1960) ending colonization in Africa and other parts of the world, also prohibited border changes to protect human rights, unless the offending country or government voluntarily relinquishes a certain territory, or the minority successfully fights its way to freedom. But now, that Nistor suggests that Rumania treats its regions like Moldavia and Transylvania as territories,  the original UN provision about colonization should apply. This seems to close a convenient "little door" allowing Rumania to continue its oppression of a population and exploiting a region, holding it as a colony. If and when Rumania's admission to NATO and the EU comes up, they should make sure that a colonial regime in the center of Europe cannot join, without major reforms, the other civilized nations, some of whom were forced to give up their colonies decades ago.

Thus, there is a serious conflict brewing. "Unless these problems are addressed politically and economically," as the STRATFOR report suggests, any attempt to sweep the Rumanian situation under the proverbial rug will not succeed for long. 

Now, in addition to the dissatisfied Hungarians, here are two fed-up ethnic Rumanians, from two entirely different regions, yet, the picture they paint is identical: Transylvania is, and MOLDOVA refuses to be, an occupied colony robbed blind by a power-thirsty, uncivilized elite running a corrupt central government. It is not only a minority problem! Not even a primarily minority problem. In fact, most Hungarians don't even realize the depth of the problem. The minorities seem to be caught up in the struggle for domination by the Regat Rumanians in their desperate efforts to hold together a colonial empire that they had fabricated with the naïve (or sinister?) connivance of the West. 

True to the traditional colonial methods, the Regat dominated central governments have caused by government policy  huge population transfers, sending tens of thousands of Regat Rumanians to Transylvania as a power base for a colonial system. Also, the Rumanian government does not build its military barracks near the borders for defense purposes but inland, in the centers of potential danger, ready to be used in Tian Mien Square style at the drop of the hat. The situation is so bad that most Hungarians don't even realize the depth of the problem, or if they do, they feel too intimidated to even mention it openly!

It is a problem of generally corrupt country which must keep the ethnic fires burning to maintain its political control over a culturally diverse Rumanian population, even if they belong to the same language group (since it is uncertain if the Moldovan Rumanians, the Transylvanian Rumanians  and the Regat Rumanians (due to several centuries of mixing with other peoples: the Moldova Rumanians with the Slavs, and the Regat Rumanians with Gypsies, Turks and other races) if they still can be considered one and the same ethnic group with common blood relationship.

Anyway, the sad conclusion must be that Transylvania, after a millennium of glorious, sometimes independent, sometimes autonomous region, and at times under enlightened Hungarian rule, ended the second millennium as a despised and oppressed colony of a backward, Balkan populace, not because military conquest by some brave warriors but thanks to the power politics of the unscrupulous victorious nations after both World Wars.
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According to the resolution of October 2, 1946, the Hungarian People have been exonerated of collective guilt and all its consequences, imposed on them by the Preparatory Committee of the Peace Treaty of Trianon (i.e. the division of the country for 10 years).  In my first petition, I requested that you add to the agenda the installation of a Commission of Inquiry to examine the very severe violations of International Law and also the opening of the mass-graves.

Honorable President!

Honorable Prosecutor!

In the name of the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus, the International Papal Organization for Human Rights, I addressed the Chief Prosecutor Carla del Ponte, through the intermediary, Mary Robinson, on the subject of the severe violations of International Law.   I invoked the Charter of Human Rights of the United Nations, and followed the regulations of the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus for Human Rights, founded by the Holy Father in Rome, on January 12, 1984.  This Papal Organization for Human Rights, just as that adopted by the United Nations in 1948, was founded to give moral support to the International Organization of Human Rights “with a world-wide field of action!.”

THE GOAL OF THIS ORGANIZATION IS THE CONTINUED PROTECTION OF HUMANITY. 

Wherever International Law or international treaties are violated, or wherever the rights and dignity of individuals or peoples are attacked, the organization should help and support their cause.  It should work to see that the violations are stopped and if it is not successful then it must submit these violations to the International Court.

We are asking for equal treatment for the Hungarian People, that they be offered the same treatment as the German People.

The resolution of the International Court of Nuremberg, of October 2, 1946, acquitted the German People of the accusation of collective crime, invoking the following argument:   

“A people is not responsible for the mistakes and crimes of its leaders!”

Germany was not carved up and humiliated, was not despoiled or ravaged, her national values were not taken away, she was not forced to give up her fishing fleet, commercial fleet or warships “voluntarily”, or to renounce all her rights as Hungary was, on the basis of the resolution of the Preparatory Committee of the Peace Treaty of Trianon which carved her up into little pieces.

The Supreme International Tribunal of Nuremberg, with its resolution of October 2, 1946, exonerated and acquitted the Hungarian People from the resolution of June 4, 1920, of the Preparatory Committee of the Peace Treaty of Trianon, of the Entente,  in effect exonerating the Hungarian People of collective guilt and the imposition of the consequent punishment.    

This resolution set a precedent which relieves the Hungarian People of all resolutions and agreements unfavorable to them (e.g. that of Paris, 1947 and of Helsinki, 1974)

Against this resolution, there is no possibility of appeal because this court was the highest international court and when it had finished its work, it  was dissolved.

In addition to this, I requested that you put on the agenda the serious violations of International Law and that you establish an international Commission of Inquiry, composed of 25-30 members, to open up the mass-graves which were assigned to us and have been sealed until now.  The Institutum pro Hominis Juribus proposes to send 10 experts to this Commission of Inquiry.

Since these infractions of International Law have not yet been placed on the agenda, I reiterate my request.  (I enclose the first and second copies of the request.)

 (CC 769 160 598 CH/2001. 20.02.2001/)

(EE 808 092 733 CH.2001/)

The declaration of the discovery of the mass-graves and the delay in adding to the agenda the infractions of International Law cause new human victims to be added to the list, day after day, because the content of our requests has become known to the Romanian
 terrorists and their leaders before its appearance on the agenda!

All those who were suspected of having some involvement in the denouncements and the public notification of the mass-graves have had to pay with their lives.

The reason for reiterating our request is that, if by chance the first request was misplaced, then the International Court of Justice will be able to add to its agenda the examination of the violations of International Law, since, according to International Law, these are crimes which have no statute of limitations. 

At the time of the visit of the Holy Father to Romania, during the era of the dictator Ceausescu, the Transylvanian Hungarians, who had been deported to the former Romania, were forbidden to leave their homes to go to see the Holy Father.   Even so, they wished to send a petition with 200 signatures, in which they demanded the cessation of the conditions of slavery (in their ancestral land), the re-establishment of their human rights and their dignity, the restitution of their freedom and the use of their mother-tongue in their churches.  (The Csango Hungarians of Moldavia also petitioned to be given Hungarian priests and to use their mother-tongue in their churches.)

Because of the tight security around the Holy Father, they were unable to give their petition to him.  The Secret Police confiscated the petition and arrested their representatives, who have never been found.  Since the dismemberment of Hungary in 1920, their cry of misfortune has never arrived at the ears of the competent authorities.  

Now they have turned to ask the support of the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus in Rome.

It is time that we help these people who were pushed into slavery, stripped of their liberty in violation of International Law, by restoring their human dignity.

Since, in the course of 84 years, different regimes and governments have done nothing to correct the suffering of the Hungarian people, the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus has taken up their cause, in the humanitarian defense of their human rights.

According to its fundamental principles, the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus welcomes representation from the Hungarians living in Hungary and in the separated territories -- prosecutors, financial experts, economic experts (who can handle demands for restitution) who can represent Hungary in the International Court of Justice.

Furthermore:

Between 1940 and 1944, 400,000 Jews in Bukovina, Bessarabia and Romania were massacred by the Iron Guard of Antonescu.  The defense of their interests and the demands for restitution are undertaken by the Institutum pro Hominis Juribus, Rome.    

To this day, the relatives of these martyrs have received no recompense from the government in question, which  states that Bessarabia and Bukovina are beyond its jurisdiction.  One does not even have the right to speak about the massacre of these 400,000 Jews by the terrorists.  Even though today, there is no longer a dictator  in Romania, they and their families are dumped on the garbage heap of history.

This is why the present generation and its leaders have the responsibility of making reparations to restore the dignity of the martyrs who lie in the mass-graves.  It should take approximately six months for the financial and economic experts to make a final determination of the amount of damages caused by the three Successor States. 

In our estimation, the International Court should oblige the three Successor States to pay the following amounts:

Romania:  950 billion US dollars

Czech State and Slovakia (Czechoslovakia)  600 billion US dollars

Serbia (Yugoslavia)  600 billion US dollars

The amounts which the International Court of Justice of the United Nations finally determines as damages for the losses caused by the three Successor States should become debts that the states will have to pay.  

After World War II., in 1946, the Assembly of the United Nations passed a resolution to create the Supreme International Tribunal in Nuremburg.  Also participating were delegates from the victorious states, the International Federation of Allied Forces, the USA, the Soviet Union, Great Britain and France.  

The responsibility of this Tribunal was to judge, on the basis of International Law, those responsible for the Nazi war-crimes. 

The Court of the victorious powers, F.I.A.C.A. was represented by Lawrence Lordrichter.

The International Court at Nuremberg declared the following: 

Goering, Ribbentrop, Keitel, Kaltenbrunner, Frank, Frick, Streicher, Jodl, Seyss and Bormann were condemned to death.  

Hess, Funk and Reader were condemned to life-imprisonment.

Schirach and Speer received 20 years, Neurat, 15 years and Dönitz, 10 years in prison.

Schacht, von Papen and Fritzschet were acquitted.

The International Court of Justice of the United Nations Organization at the Hague, should order:

1. That the separated territories be returned.  This was rendered impossible by the dictatorships. 

2. That no vehicle, railway locomotive, train, equipment or live animal is to be taken out of the territories which are to be returned.

3. That the time limit for the return of the territories is to be 30 days.   The return of the territories would proceed without disturbance and the peace-keeping force of the United Nations would ensure this along the broken fragments of the borders.
4. That there should be an order prohibiting flights out of the civil and military airports of the territories to be returned, in order to render it impossible to loot these territories. 
5. That the International Tribunal oblige the Romanian government to repatriate those Romanians from the former Romania, living in Transylvania, so that the Hungarians deported and transplanted from  Transylvania, would be able to return to their homes.  The Romanians should take with them only that which they brought with them.  ( Romania had infringed article 29 of the Geneva Convention, by transplanting a million Romanians from the former Romania to Transylvania (Erdely) to occupy the homes of Hungarians deported, interned and transplanted to the former Romania, with the goal of proving that Transylvania was inhabited by Romanians, in case they were ordered to conduct a population census.) 
6.  That the  International Tribunal declare invalid all sales contracts entered into by the Romanian Government, because the Romanian government did not have the right to sell the properties belonging to the Hungarian People.  This includes all mines -- gold and silver, uranium, iron, bauxite (aluminum), precious stones and all factories and companies.
7.  That the International Tribunal issue an order for the return of all important documents which the government of the Kingdom of Hungary was forced to transmit to the Czechs and the Serbs, in accordance with the Treaty of Trianon.
8. That the International Tribunal of the United Nations oblige the three neighboring states, Romania, Czech / Slovakia and Yugoslavia / Serbia, to pay for the damages caused to the Hungarian People, with compound interest, retroactive to 1920 because, for the three neighboring states to be able to keep those territories and infrastructure which were annexed illegally, temporarily, several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians have had to lose their lives.   

ANTONESCU massacred 400,000 Jews from Bukovina,  Bessarabia and Romania.  He ordered pregnant mothers to be tied up with barbed wire, children and adolescents, many of them still alive, to be tossed into mass graves which they had been forced to dig for themselves.

The close relatives of Jews and their descendants should receive this restitution of damages.

According to International Law, each victim should receive 500,000 US dollars.

The International Tribunal of the United Nations Organization in the Hague should order the payment by Romania who gave free rein to the terrorists to massacre these innocent human beings who could not defend themselves.

We cannot even think of punishing these Romanian terrorists until we have made public in Europe the atrocities that they committed during the course of several decades.

We have to expose the politics of the Romanian government which works on a double standard and, to this day, overlooks the atrocities of the terrorists and forgets to pay restitution to the descendants of the victims.

 This cannot and must not be forgotten!

One should read the book written by the Romanian writer, Mathias Carp (blood and tears)

Carea Neagra Suferintele  Evreilor in Roumanie.

This book was confiscated and burnt so that the free world would not be able to learn of these horrors.

What can be read in Mathias Carp’s book:

For example: Between June 22 and September 21, 1941, Romanian terrorists massacred 166,000 Jews in Bukovina and Bessarabia.  On December 21, 22, 23, 28 and 29, 1941, 43,000 Jews were executed in Bogdanovice.  Since there were not enough graves, they made funeral pyres with the corpses in order to incinerate them.

According to the accounts of these atrocities reported by the survivors and their descendants, Marshal ANTONESCU ordered that those who protested against the atrocities perpetrated against the Jews be rounded up and brought to Bogdanovice on December 23, 1941.

Priests, monks and nuns, who were gathered there from Bukovina and Bessarabia, were taken to mass graves, killed with bullets or massacred, then thrown into the mass graves.  Those who could not be put into the graves were burned on a funeral pyre and the terrorists insisted that these Jewish sympathizers deserved the same fate as the Jews.

A topographic assessment of these places is in progress.

Berthelot, the General Secretary of the Entente, who was in Bucharest, representing the Entente, on his own initiative, gave permission to the Romanians, without a declaration of war, to occupy Hungary, who was weakened and without the means to defend herself, under the pretext of “maintaining order”.

General BANDHOLTZ, the head of the American delegation of the Entente, in his memoirs in 1920, wrote the following:

“The Romanians knew no limits in their looting.  They took away everything which could be moved, airplanes on trucks, 38,000 railroad wagons, pullman carriages, 1,448 locomotives,”.  In his book, he enumerates a long list of the items pillaged and also the values which he attributes to them.  

In 1920, he estimated the Romanian looting to be six billion US dollars, and this is only a part of the pillage and looting committed by the Romanians.

The valuable items which they took during their pillage and looting can be found in the galleries and museums of Bucharest.

The International Tribunal should oblige the State of Romania to repay with compound interest the six billion US dollars.  The terrorists of ANTONESCU, the Iron Guard, were transformed into Communists after 1944.  Before that, they massacred the Jews bestially, and then turned against the Hungarians, especially after the resolution of the International Tribunal of Nuremberg of October 2, 1946, which invalidated the Treaty of Trianon.  

Several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians disappeared from the three neighboring states, in order that these states might keep indefinitely the territories and infrastructure which were put under their control, temporarily, for ten years.

Like Romania, Czechoslovakia violated Article 29 of the Geneva Convention, by deporting and transplanting 90,000 Hungarians from Slovakia to Bohemia after 1945.  Some who returned found Czechs and Slovaks in their homes.  In Czechoslovakia, Hungarians were stripped of their citizenship and their property.  Hungarian schools, religious services, all cultural activities were prohibited, including the use of their mother-tongue.  Yugoslavia was also culpable of the same kind of cultural genocide, conducting mass-deportations, establishing death-camps and denying the Hungarians their own schools, forcing Hungarians students to assimilate into Slavic schools.

The Serb language became the language of instruction in the schools in Yugoslavia.  Under the government of Marshal Tito, tens of thousands of Hungarians were killed in mass executions. 


In 1941, in the city of Zombor, the Serbs killed 2,500 Hungarians. Many of those attacked were thrown into the mass graves, still alive. The bus terminal of the city of Zombor was constructed on one of the sites of the mass burials. In the city of Zombor alone, 5,650 Hungarians were killed.  In 1945, the Serbs executed 3000 innocent Hungarians in Szenttamási. In this small village, five mass graves were found.  7000 Hungarians are buried in a mass grave in the territory of Szabadka.  500 Hungarians were executed in the village square in Kula, without any reason. In the villages of Topolya, Temerin, Péterrév, Bajmok and Gákovó approximately 10,000 to 15,000 Hungarians were killed.

Márton Szûcs, the parish priest of Bácsszöllõs, and József Kovács, who was also a priest, wrote about these atrocities in their book: Halottak hallgatása, which they requested be published after their death because they were afraid of retaliation.  In this book, they estimated the number of Hungarians who were killed to be 40,000.  This book emphasizes that the Hungarians who were killed by the Serbs were all innocent people.  

The anti-Hungarian activities continue to this day in the Successor States, with constant harassment, and violations of basic human rights.  

These three countries convinced the dictator, Ceausescu, not to recognize the resolution of the International Tribunal of Nuremberg of October 2, 1946, although the judges and prosecutors of the dictator were also part of the Tribunal. The dictator himself arbitrarily continued the terms of the invalid Peace Treaty of Trianon, in Paris in 1947, so that these three neighboring states would not be obliged to return the territories annexed to them.

These three states have continued to usurp these territories and their existing infrastructure, in order to keep them indefinitely and this is why several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians have had to pay with their lives.

May I be permitted to quote from the speech of Prime-Minister David Lloyd-George, member of the Preparatory Committee, delivered in London in 1928:

 „Some of the proofs which our allies  provided were lies and distortions.  We made decisions on false claims.” 

In his memoirs, David Lloyd-George writes:

“We did not realize that the statistics which our allies presented to us were false,  which all things considered caused one of the most unjust peace treaties in the history of diplomacy, whose consequence was the most brutal offense against International Law.”

Prime Minister David Lloyd-George stood alone and could not do much because the members of the Preparatory Committee were subjugated by the Mafia of Benes and he was in the minority.

In 1920, the Committee of the Peace Conference found itself under the influence of the political adventurers, paid by the Czech and Romanian agents.   Based on calumny, lies and false statistics, violating International Law, and contrary to the fundamental rules and regulations of the ENTENTE, the resolution was a double punishment, accusing the Hungarian People collectively.  First, it obliged them to pay 300 million US dollars in damages that the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy caused during World War I., and secondly, it ordered the carving up of the country for ten years!

71.5% (232,448 km²) of the country’s territory was detached, along with 63.5% (13,271,370 citizens) of the country’s population 

The Preparatory Committee was dissolved before it was able to make sure that the territories were returned to Hungary at the expiration of the punishment period.  After the expiration, there was no-one who would take on the task of returning the territories.  Before the Treaty of Trianon,  Hungary was a flourishing European state, with a powerful army.  The Mafia of Benes and his secret services decided to annihilate Hungary!

Encouraged by the Mafia of Benes and the anti-Hungarian members of the Royal Council of Austria-Hungary, Count Károlyi, with a coup d’état, abolished the royal form of government and installed the Republican Council.

Count Károlyi, a personal friend of Benes, became President of the Republican Council, which transferred the power to Béla Kun, who had just arrived from Moscow, with the mission of exterminating the remaining royal leaders and military officers, except those who had succeeded in hiding out during the terror regime.

Lendler, the Minister of Defense of Count Károlyi, dissolved the Royal Hungarian Army, taking it out of active duty, and so Hungary, with her hands tied, weakened and incapable of defending herself, was at the mercy of her adversaries and enemies.

The Republican Council was dissolved after 133 days.  Count Károlyi took refuge in Prague with his friend, Benes, whom he asked to acquire a false passport for him, so that he would be able to flee to the United States.  When this came to the knowledge of General BANDHOLZ, he prevented Count Károlyi from emigrating to America.  

Marshal ANTONESCU, the heinous racist, surpassed Hitler with his bestial atrocities.  He persecuted, tortured and massacred the Hungarian Jews in Romania, giving free rein to the Romanian terrorists to commit atrocities against the Jews.

When ANTONESCU saw the inevitable defeat of Hitler’s regime, he approached Stalin and offered him Bukovina and Bessarabia, which had formerly belonged to Tsarist Russia, in exchange for his guarantee of protection.

Stalin accepted on condition that the Iron Guard of ANTONESCU become Communist.

This is why Marshal ANTONESCU was not accused of the massacre of 400,000 Jews.

The Romanian propagandists did everything they could to hide the massacre of 400,000 Jews in Romania, Bukovina and Bessarabia.

They paid newspapers, journalists and historians to spread lies and falsifications.  The Romanian propagandists spent millions of dollars to deflect from Romania the accusation of anti-Semitism.

They made every effort to ensure that, in the world media, Hungary was accused of anti-Semitism, and by so doing they deflected the attention of the free world who did not learn about the massacre of 400,000 Jews in Romania, Bukovina and Bessarabia.

In Romania, during the census of 1910, there were 850,000 Jews.  Today there are 6-7 thousand.

In spite of the propaganda about Hungary’s “anti-Semitism”, the largest Rabbinical College of Europe was established in Hungary and, throughout the country, Jewish schools were allowed to operate freely without hindrance.  More than 120,000 Jews chose to establish their lives there during World War II!

Between 1940 and 1944, during the pogroms of Antonescu in Romania, which preceded those of Hitler, not one Jew in Hungary was brought before a tribunal, condemned and executed simply because he was Jewish.

In Hungary, there were no gas chambers (like Dachau-Mathausen in Germany).  The assignment of Jews to the ghettos was also as the result of an order which was inevitable because Germany occupied Hungary in September, 1944 and Governor Horthy was placed under house-arrest.  It was at this time that the deportations of Jews to Germany began to take place.

Because Hungary was occupied, she was not responsible for these events. 

In 1946, during the International Tribunal of Nuremberg, the Romanian government brought a complaint against Miklós Horthy, accusing him of “war crimes”.  It was Lawrence Lordrichter who interrogated him and who stated that the accusations were without basis, false, malevolent and entirely invented.  

This is why he rejected the accusation. 

It was Governor Horthy who prevented the deportation of Jews to Germany.  He stated that these Jews were Hungarian citizens and, according to Hungarian law, they could not be deported to a foreign country because of political or religious reasons.

International Law states that a forced confession of an accused person is invalid.  The Royal government of Hungary at the time of the Treaty of Trianon was forced to renounce all its demands.  Since this renunciation was made under coercive circumstances, according to International Law, it is invalid.

The Peace Treaty of June 4, 1920 was a Dictated Peace Treaty. It was as if a prisoner, handcuffed and bound, with a knife to his throat, “voluntarily” renounced all his national values.

Extract from the Dictated Peace and a violation of International Law!

III. Addendum 7:  “Hungary “renounces” all claims and actions for recovery of the ships seized, for losses accrued and damages suffered.”

The value of Hungary’s war fleet damages: a total of 974,085 kg. in pure gold.  (According to historians, Hungary’s war fleet comprised of 801 ships.) 

 It was divided up as follows:

ROMANIA received 344 ships. (It is with these that they founded their war fleet and fishing fleet.

YUGOSLAVIA received 324 ships, along with Hungary’s only seaport – Fiume.

The judicial statute of Fiume is regulated by the law of 1868, article XXX, paragraph 66, according to which Fiume was a royal port, surrounded by a city, attached to the Sacred Crown of Hungary, as a separate body.  (Corpus separatum Sacrae Regni Coronae adnexum.)

CZECHOSLOVAKIA  received 102 boats, (the rest were divided among the other states.)

Hungary was forced to accept the Dictated Peace Treaty which, according to International Law, is invalid under these circumstances.  The Entente did not follow Article 29 of the Geneva Convention which stipulates “The occupying power may not transfer its population into the territories which it occupies.”

May I be permitted to offer the following facts about Erdely/Transylvania:

(a) The salt mines in Transylvania are inexhaustible and five million tons of salt are mined annually.

(b) Out of the 22 billion tons of coal discovered, 150 million tons are mined annually!

(c) Out of the 5 billion tons of iron, uranium, copper, mercury, precious stones, and basalt discovered, 400 tons are mined annually.

(d) At Bojca-Brad in the County of Hunyad, 60 tons of pure gold are mined annually!

(e) In the valley of Jat, according to estimates, there are 10-12 billion tons of bauxite and 60 million tons are mined annually.

(f) The valley of Jat, in the County of Bihar, is the only region in Europe to produce the mineral, alumina.  400,000 tons are mined annually.

(g) Experts have evaluated the reserves of turf to be 10-12 billion square meters, of which 300 square meters are extracted annually.

(h) Experts have evaluated the reserves of natural gas to be 150 billion cubic meters, of which the profit is 10 billion cubic meters.

(i) Experts have recounted 2850 stone quarries, from which 20 billion cubic meters are quarried annually.

(j) The world famous thermal baths bring in a revenue of 2 billion US dollars and the value of the infrastructure is 40 billion US dollars.  

(k) 3 billion hectares of forests of the Crown and the sawmills, factories of wood products (even today) are bringing in revenues of 20 billion US dollars.  The total is valued at 200 billion US dollars.

(l) Roads, bridges, tunnels, rivers, dams and tourist attractions amount to 500 billion US dollars.

(m) The railroad lines and stations, the buildings and their contents, the workshops and factories, warehouses, construction companies are valued in excess of 400 billion US dollars.

(n) The railroad locomotives, trucks, lorries, pullman carriages, amount to 400 billion US dollars.

(o) Public buildings, hospitals, clinics, old people’s homes, day-care centers, nurseries, colleges and universities, engineering schools, are all estimated to be approximately 800 billion US dollars.

(p) Military academies, barracks, infrastructure, airports and their equipment are estimated to be 600 billion US dollars.

(q) Electric companies, electric lines,  illumination, roads, houses, stations are estimated at 800 billion US dollars, and bring in revenues of 20 billion US dollars.

(r) Transportation networks of cities and their equipment, tramways, maintenance workshops, are estimated at 600 billion US dollars, and bring in annual revenues of ten billion US dollars.

(s) Because in 1920 it was forbidden to take out anything from the separated territories and profit from them, agricultural equipment, pastures, livestock, were retained in spite of the fact that the time limit for the territorial detachments outlined in the peace treaty had lapsed. 

The three Successor States ignored the resolution of the International Tribunal of Nuremberg of October 2, 1946, which exonerated the Hungarian People from the accusation of guilt and the consequences of this accusation.  This resolution cannot be appealed.

The carving up of the country and the annexation of parts of it to the neighboring countries was therefore illegal.

In order to keep indefinitely the territories annexed to them temporarily, the terrorists of the three countries, at the time of their candidature to the European Union, claimed these territories to be theirs.

In Erdely/Transylvania, the Romanians alone took over 1300 Hungarian public elementary schools and closed 363 Hungarian religious elementary and secondary schools. Religious orders and convents, schools and boarding schools run by them were closed and used for other purposes.

In Erdely/Transylvania, they confiscated the properties of the Roman Catholic, Reformed, Greek Orthodox, Protestant and Presbyterian churches.

From the Roman Catholic Church alone, they took 1499 convents, bishops palaces, and property, along with 314,197 hectares of land, pasture, forests, which had been in its possession for centuries.

There have been convents and parishes from which people have disappeared overnight and there has been no trace of them to this day.

The bishops’ palaces have been turned into museums!

We have received the following reports from Transylvania:

During the dictatorship of Ceausescu, several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians disappeared.

The houses and churches of the Hungarians were demolished, their properties plowed down by tractors.  The world media spoke of these events for weeks.

The Hungarians were persecuted and tortured to silence them and those who declared themselves to be Hungarian were immediately deported to the former Romania and interned.

The discouragement of the Hungarians grew day by day when Ceausescu’s plans to invade Hungary were under way.

Ceausescu wished to annihilate Hungary and eradicate it from the map of Europe.  He was not successful in obtaining the agreement of Gorbachov to carry out this plan.

This is why at the time of Gorbachov’s last visit to Romania, his formal reception was very cold.

Ceausescu’s plans for the invasion were carefully guarded and were not divulged until after his death.

According to the declaration of the Preparatory Committee of the Peace Treaty of June 4, 1920, based on the accusation of collective crime, all of Transylvania was annexed by Romania for ten years as punishment, and since then none of the three neighboring countries has been obliged to return the Hungarian territories.

103,093 k² of Hungarian territory was annexed to Romania alone, (a larger territory than remained to Hungary)  that is 31.8% along with 5,232,451 citizens, that is 25.2% of the population.  Of these 2,592,451 were Romanian, 2,694,210 were Hungarian.  Add to this last number the population growth over 84 years of 1,322,103 people and the total is 3,966,313 Hungarians.  Romanian statistics recognize only 1,620,000 Hungarians,  The difference is 2,346,315 people.

From this number we have to subtract the deportees into the former Romania, and the remainder represents the number of those who have disappeared from Transylvania, or the number of Hungarian martyrs, massacred by the terrorists, for which the Romanian government is responsible.

On March 23, 2003, under the number 820 770 177 Ch/2003, I offered a proposal to the Romanian Prime Minister, Adrian Nastase, for a peaceful discussion.  I proposed to invite the bishops of the Roman Catholic, Greek Catholic, Reformed, Protestant and Unitarian churches, who knew about these events but, to this day, I have not received a response.

The Romanian government in no way wishes to discuss the question of Transylvania/Erdely. 

I attach a copy of my letter of request.

As to the declaration of the Preparatory Committee of the Peace Treaty of June 4, 1920, that of Paris, 1947 and that of Helsinki, the prosecutors of the neighboring countries invoke obsolescence and claim that they have lapsed into abeyance after 50 years.

But they have forgotten something:

According to International Law:

GENOCIDE, WAR CRIMES AND CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY ARE IMPRESCRIPTIBLE, THAT IS THEY HAVE NO STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS!

For decades, the Hungarians in the separated territories in the Successor States have been persecuted, displaced, deported, interned and massacred.  The proofs of the atrocities perpetrated against the Hungarians have been kept secret up to now, waiting until the mass-graves are opened up.

This is why several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians have paid with their lives so that the neighboring states might keep indefinitely the Hungarian territories and their infrastructures, temporarily separated from Hungary.

With the goal of judicial continuity, the Assembly of the United Nations Organization created the International Court of Justice of the Hague.  This Court has the ability to receive complaints addressed to it – about crimes against peoples and crimes of genocide committed by terrorists and their collaborators.   

The International Court of Justice of the United Nations at the Hague obliges those states which have permitted hate killings of foreigners on their territory, and have closed their eyes to the damages and losses caused by the terrorists, to pay damages for material and human losses.

It is this Court which has the jurisdiction to make them pay damages to the heirs and their descendants for the crimes caused by the terrorists.

There should be no possibility of appeal against the decisions of the International Court of Justice of the United Nations Organization at the Hague, just as there was no possibility of appeal against the decisions of the International Tribunal of Nuremberg.

The Successor States have done all in their power to prevent the serious violations against International Law from being added to the agenda of the International Court of Justice of the United Nations.

According to International Law, a person who has given no sign of life after five years is considered to be deceased.

All the governments of Erdely and Romania have insisted day after day that there are no mass-graves but, with the recent discovery of new mass-graves, this affirmation does not hold true.

In Transylvania, excavations are presently being conducted to try to find those people who disappeared from the convents and monasteries. 

In Transylvania, where several hundreds of thousands of Hungarians disappeared, whose descendants amount to approximately 2 million, these descendants have the right to restitution by the same token as the descendants of the Jews of Bukovina, Bessarabia and Romania.

The restitution payments to the local ecclesiastics are due to be given to the bishoprics.

According to a resolution of the International Court of Justice of the United Nations Organization at the Hague, the State of Romania is obliged to pay certain sums, according to International Law, to the relatives, heirs and descendants of the martyrs, as restitution for the massacres perpetrated by the terrorists.

Today, this sum for each person amounts to 500,000 US Dollars. 

The recuperation of the state debts adjudged by the International Court should be entrusted to a neutral state, Switzerland which, once it has recovered the money, will transfer it to the National Bank of Hungary, to the account of the Hungarian People, Jews and non-Jews, and it should be used to pay damages for the sufferings of the Hungarian People, including those in the separated territories

All resolutions, conventions or treaties, which were made at the time of the accusation of collective crime against the Hungarian People, have lost their validity.

In my previous request, I communicated that, during the era of Ceaucescu, barrels of radioactive waste were buried in abandoned mines.  They will continue to contaminate the earth for 24,400 years.  The negligent disposal of these barrels has unforeseen consequences.  Their contents can penetrate and contaminate the crust of the earth, poisoning the animals and trees and killing human beings. This is the most serious crime against humanity.

It is urgent to bring this to the attention of the Atomic Energy Commission in Vienna.

The governments in power at the time covered up the atrocities of the terrorists.

The Hungarians of Erdely-Transylvania suffered the same fate as the Jews of Bukovina, Bessarabia and Romania.  The only difference is that, in those territories, there were 400,000 martyrs, whereas in Transylvania five times that number of Hungarians (two million) became victims of the Romanian terrorists. 

The Romanian propaganda has carefully hidden these serious crimes and this is why it is of the utmost importance that a Commission of Inquiry be  established to denounce the mass-graves which have recently come to light.

I would like to believe that this serious crime against International Law will be placed on the agenda in the near future.

In closing, I would like to ask Madam President, Gabrielle Erik McDonald, as well as Carla Del Ponte the chief Prosecutor, to place this serious crime against International Law on the agenda as soon as possible, given that each day’s delay brings more human victims.

Madam President and Chief Prosecutor, awaiting your reply, I remain respectfully

Ludwig von Lang

Secretary General

Institutum Pro Hominis Juribus, Rome

Papal Organization for Human Rights

P.S.  I would appreciate an acknowledgment of your receipt of this request.

Õexcellenciája Carla del Ponte Fõügyész

- ENSZ Háborús Törvényszéke New York - Hága

Tárgy: Az INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS JURIBUS kérelme az
Egyesült Nemzetek Emberi Jogok Chartája alapszabályára
hivatkozással, az egyenlõ elbírálás elvének biztosítása
a Magyar Nép számára

Excellenciád!

Õszentsége II. János Pál Pápa 1984. január hó 12-én kelt
Enciklikájában megalapította az INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS
JURIBUS Intézetet. Az Intézet az Egyesült Nemzetek
Szervezete által 1948-ban alapított Emberi Jogok Chartája
erkölcsi alátámasztására és fontosságának kihangsúlyozására
szolgál. Az INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS JURIBUS Intézet
kormányoktól,
pártoktól független.
Alapszabálya szerint segítenie kell azon személyeket,
népeket,
népcsoportokat, akiket emberi jogaikban megsértettek,
gondoskodni
kell arról, hogy a sérelem megszûnjön, illetve ha szükséges,
nemzetközi
fórumokon is képviselni kell a sértettek érdekeit. Mint a
fent említett
Intézet fõtitkára, az alábbi petíciót terjesztem elõ:
Javaslom az 1920. június 4-én Trianoni és az azt kiegészítõ
1947. évi
szeptember hó 15-i Párizsi Békeszerzõdések jogi szempontból
történõ
felülvizsgálatát. A felülvizsgálat eredményeképp kérem annak
megállapítását,
hogy a fenti szerzõdések érvénytelenek és kérem a
szerzõdések
hatályon kívül
helyezését.
A nemzetközi joggyakorlat, valamint a Nürnbergi Nemzetközi
Bíróság határozataira
figyelemmel kérem az Egyesült Nemzetek Szervezetének
Nemzetközi Bíróságát,
hogy az egyenlõ elbírálás elvének alapján mentesítsea Magyar
Népet az I. világháborúban
való részvétele miatt kiszabott kollektív büntetés és annak
következményei alól.
Mint az INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS JURIBUS Intézet fõtitkára az
ügyben egy
Nemzetközi Vizsgáló Bizottság felállítását javaslom, a
Vizsgáló Bizottság
tevékenységének eredményeképpenpedig tárgyalás kitûzését.

Indoklás:
Történelmi tény, hogy az I. világháború kitöréséért a Magyar
Királyságot
felelõsség nem terhelte. Ugyanakkor az 1920. évi
Békeszerzõdés > delegációi
a világháború kitöréséért egyedül a Magyar Királyságot
büntették meg.
A Békeszerzõdés elõtt a Magyar Királyság területe 325.411km2
volt,
lakosainak száma 20.886.000 fõ. A Békeszerzõdés
következményeként
az ország területe 92.863km2-re, míg lakosainak száma
7.615.000 fõre csökkent.
A Nürnbergi Nemzetközi Bíróság 1946. október hó 2-án a II.
világháború
kirobbantásáért és a világháborúban elkövetett jogsértésekért
Németország
akkori vezetõit felelõsségre vonta és megbüntette, azonban a
Német Nép
felelõsségét nem állapította meg. A Nemzetközi Bíróság a
Német Népet
mentesítette az egyébként törvénysértõ kollektív felelõsségre
vonás alól.
Általánosan elfogadott tény, hogy egy nép vagy nemzet a
vezetõk bûneiért
és törvénysértéseiért nem felel. Ugyanakkor az
I.világháborúban való részvétel
miatt Magyarország esetében nem az ország vezetõit, hanem
a
Magyar Népet
büntették meg, ezeken túlmenõen Magyarországot hatalmas
összegû kártérítés
megfizetésére is kötelezték. Ez az eljárás több szempontból
is törvénysértõ.
A szerzõdés következtében Magyarország területi elcsatolása
az alábbiak
szerint történt:
- Romániához: 103.093 km2 (31,8%),- 5.256.451 fõ (25,2%)
- Horvátország (Jugoszláviához): 42.541 km2 (13,1%),
2.621.954 fõ (12,6%)
- Jugoszláviához: 20.551 km2 (6,3%), 1.510.897 fõ (7,2%)
- Csehszlovákiához: 61.633 km2 (18,9%), 3.515.351 fõ
(16,8%)
- Ausztriához: 4..026 km2 (1,2%), 292.031 fõ (1,4%)
- Lengyelországhoz: 589 km2 (0,2%), 24.880 fõ (0,1%)
- Olaszországhoz: 21 km2 (0%), 49.806 fõ (0,8%)
Elcsatolt területek és lakosság összesen: 232.448 km2
(71,5%), 13.271.370
fõ(63,5%)
Elcsatolás után megmaradtterület és lakosság: 92.963 km2
(28,6%), 7.615.117 fõ (36,5%)
Magyarországot 300 millió USD kártérítés megfizetésére is
kötelezték az
alábbiak szerint:
Oroszország részére 200 millió USD,
Jugoszláviának 50 millió USD,
Csehszlovákiának 50 millió USD.
A Békeszerzõdés kimondta, hogy amennyiben a szerzõdõ
felek a
szerzõdésben
foglalt megállapodást nem tartják be, úgy szerzõdésszegést
követnek el,
amelynek alapján a szerzõdés érvénytelenítésére, illetve
hatályon kívül
helyezésére kerülhet sor. A Békeszerzõdéshez csatolt
Kisebbségi Záradék
szerint a Szerzõdést aláíró felek kötelezettséget vállaltak a
területükön
élõ valamennyi nemzetiség emberi jogainak maradéktalan
biztosítására.
Az emberi jogok biztosítása az elcsatolt területeken nem
érvényesült:
Történelmi tény az elcsatolt területen élõk más területekre
kitelepítése,
internálása, deportálása. Tény a templomrombolások, a
vallásszabadság
semmibe vétele, a nyelvhasználat korlátozása, a kultúra
gyakorlásának
tiltása. A kisebbségi jogok betartása biztosítva nem volt,
ezzel a szomszédos
államok - Románia, Jugoszlávia és Csehszlovákia -
szerzõdésszegést követtek el.
Külön kiemelném azt a történelmi tényt, amikor
Csehszlovákiából több, mint 100ezer
magyart kényszerítettek lakhelyének elhagyására és
Magyarországratörténõ költözésükre
úgy, hogy ingó és ingatlan vagyonukkal nem rendelkezhettek.
A Szerzõdéshez csatolt Kisebbségi Záradékban foglaltak
betartását soha senki nem ellenõrizte.
A Záradékban foglaltak betartása a Magyarországgal határos
államok részérõl 1920. évtõl
kezdõdõen nem érvényesült. A kisebbségeket ért atrocitások
következménye az is, hogy több,
mint 100ezer magyar az elcsatolt területekrõl gyakorlatilag
eltûnt. Ez a háborús bûntett
miatt felelõsséget felveti. Hivatkoznék arra a konkrétumra,
amikorJosip Broz Tito terroristái
több, mint 40.000 magyart mészároltak le Délvidéken. A
magyar lakosság számának radikális
fogyatkozását a korabeli és a jelenlegi lexikonok adatai
közötti eltérés is igazolja. E körben
figyelembe veendõk az 1910-es népszámlálásadatai is. A
petícióban foglaltak értékelése során
figyelembe kell venni azt is, hogy a Szerzõdést aláíró
államok közül több országnak a helyzetében
változás állott be:
- A Szovjetúnió, mint egységes állam megszûnt.
- Jugoszlávia, mint a Szerzõdést aláíró egyik állam a korábbi
formájában megszûnt létezni.
- Csehszlovákia, mint egységes állam ugyancsak megszûnt.
A változások miatt a Szerzõdés a jogi formájában sem tartható
fenn. A fentieken túlmenõen
a következõkre kívánok még rámutatni. A Békeszerzõdések
következtében Magyarországot - többek
között - az alábbi veszteségek érték:
Haditengerészetüket ért kár színarany értékben:
- hadihajó 60.000 kg színarany
- hajógyári anyagok, iparcikkek, gépek 480.000 kg
- hadikórházak, hidrográfiai hivatalok, hadiakadémiák 300.000
kg
- hadikikötõi felszerelések 10.000 kg
- 801 db hajó 80..000 kg
- Fiume kikötõ felépítésének értéke 21.300 kg
- Fiume kikötõ ingó és ingatlan értéke 7.500 kg
- tengerhajózási vállalatoknak nyújtott segély összege 7.500
kg
- tengerhajózási vállalatok vagyona 7.785 kg
- összesen 974.085 kg színarany-érték.
(Az adatok dr. Juba Ferenc tengerészkapitány-történész
szakértõ adatain alapulnak.)

További veszteségek:
- az ország összes arany-, ezüst- és sóbányája,
- a szénbányák 80 %-a,
- az erdõk 90 %-a,
- vasútvonalak és az ezekhez tartozó vasúti szerelvények,
- a felbecsülhetetlen értékû mûkincsek,
- Fiume, az egyetlen tengeri kikötõ elvétele,
- az összes tengeri és folyami hajók.
Közismert tény, hogy a Békeszerzõdés delegátusainak
tagjai között a
Magyarországot sújtó retorziót illetõen egyetértés nem volt.
A nézetkülönbségek
a korabeli jegyzõkönyvekbõl, visszaemlékezésekbõl
egyértelmûen igazolhatók.
A továbbiakban a Szerzõdés létrejöttében és a Szerzõdés
megkötése utáni
idõszakban hivatalban lévõ politikai személyiségek véleményét
idézem:
David Lloyd George brit miniszterelnök a Londonban, 1928.
október hó 4-én
elõadott beszédében kijelentette: "a teljes okmány- és
adattár,,amit egyes
szövetségeseink a béketárgyalások során nekünk
szolgáltattak,
hazug és hamisított volt.
Nem vettük észre a szövetségeseink által elénk terjesztett
statisztikák valótlanságát,
amely végül is a diplomácia történetének legigazságtalanabb
békéjét hozták létre,
és amelyek következménye a nemzetközi törvények és a
nemzetközi jogok legdurvább
megsértése volt." A fentiekrõl David Lloyd George az
emlékirataiban szól.
Henry Pozzi 1933-ban megjelent írásában kifejezetten felveti
a
tárgyalófelek felelõsségét. Lord Newton szerint "a nagy
békebírák
nem ismerték azon nemzetek néprajzának, földrajzának és
történelmének
alapelemeit, amelynek sorsát rendezniük kellett."
Robert Cecil angol delegátus szerint a Népszövetséget azon
célból hozták létre,
hogy "idõrõl idõre határrevíziót eszközöljön."
Nicolson Harold, aki a Békekonferencián jelen volt, 1933.
évben a > következõket írta:
"Magyarország feldarabolása oly módon történt, hogy az
érdekelt lakosság véleményét
senki sem vette figyelembe."
Az angol diplomata "Peacemaking" címû könyvében több
érdekelt
államférfi véleményét
is összegzi, amikor a következõtjegyzi fel: "az uralkodó
gondolat az volt, hogy az elért
béke rossz és alkalmazhatatlan, a béke az intrikának és a
kapzsiságnak az eredménye,
és ez a béke inkább elõkészíti a háborút, mint azt
megakadályozná."
Nitti, aki az olasz kormány nevében szólott, a
békefeltételeket azért tartotta
elfogadhatatlannak, mert Magyarország szétdarabolása
esetében
a szláv túlsúly ellen
nem látott semmiféle erõt. Nitti kitért arra is, hogy
Olaszország az Osztrák-Magyar
Monarchiával, nem pedig Magyarországgal harcolt.
A késõbbi amerikai nagykövet, Bullit, a következõket írta
Wilson elnöknek:
"Én csak egy vagyok azok a milliók közül, akiknek bizalmuk
volt Önben.
Mi azt gondoltuk, hogy Ön egy pártatlan és igazságos békét
akar. Ennek
ellenére a területi feldarabolásoknak népek lettek az
áldozatai, és ez
magában hordja egy háború csíráit. A Békekonferencia
rendelkezései bizonyos,
hogy újabb nemzetközi összeütközéseket élez fel. Saját népe
és az emberiség
érdekében az Egyesült Államoknak kötelessége, hogy
megtagadja
ennek az igazságtalan békének az aláírását."
Itt kell említeni Ionel Bratinau román miniszterelnök 1920.
július hó 1. napján Bukarestben
elhangzott nyilatkozatát: "nem nyughatunk addig, amíg a
magyar népet gazdaságilag és katonailag
teljesen tönkre nem tesszük, mert mindaddig, amíg
Magyarországban az életképességnek szikrája
is van, mi magunkat biztonságban nem érezhetjük."
A Trianoni Békeszerzõdés tárgyalása során több esetben
felvetõdött, hogy Romániát tekinthetik-e
a tárgyaló felek szövetséges államnak. A Franciaországot
képviselõ Tardieu és Berthelot voltak
azok, akik nem kis nehézségek árán érték el azt, hogy az
Antant nagyhatalmak Romániát hadviselõ
államnak ismerjék el. Maga Clemenceau miniszterelnök
nyilatkozta, hogy "a szövetségesek megegyeztek
abban, hogy Romániát ismét szövetséges hatalomnak tekintik,
és a Konferencián e szerint kezelik",
tehát a szövetségesek Romániának ugyanolyan számú
küldöttséget engedélyeztek, mint Belgiumnak vagy
Szerbiának, vagyis azoknak az államoknak, amelyek a háború
kezdetétõl annak befejezéséig harcoltak
Németország - Ausztria-Magyarország ellen. Történelmi tény,
hogy a magyar delegáció a Béketárgyalásokon
nem vehetett részt. Csupán akkor volt jelen, amikor a
meghozott ítéletet, határozatot a részére
kézbesítették. Ekkor közölték a magyar delegációval, hogy
csak akkor lehet tagja a Népszövetségnek,
ha a határozatot tudomásul veszi. A magyar delegáció a
kényszerítõ körülmények hatása alatt írta alá
a Békeszerzõdést. Ez az aláírás - mivel a kényszerítõ
körülmények hatására történt - mind a nemzetközi
jog, mindpedig a bírói joggyakorlat értelmében érvénytelen.
A közelmúlt - de a Békeszerzõdés következményeivel szorosan
összefüggõ - jellemzõ példája
a 169/1997-1991/18 számú törvény, melyet a román illetékes
szervek fogadtak el. Ez rendelkezik a
törvénytelenül elvett, elkobzott ingatlanok eredeti
tulajdonosainak történõ visszaszolgáltatásáról.
E törvény nemzetközi visszhangja pozitív. Ugyanakkor tény,
hogy a törvény ellenére a Romániában
kisebbségben élõ magyar anyanyelvû lakosság - akiknek
mintegy 70-75 %-aa törvény hatály alá tartozna -
semmiféle korábban elkobzott vagyonát vissza nem kapta.
Hasonlóan a törvény hatálya nem terjedt ki a római katolikus
egyházra sem.

Záradék:
A petícióból kitûnik, hogy a Trianoni szerzõdés elfogadásakor
Magyarországot az I. világháborúban
való részvételéért büntették meg. A Párizsi Békeszerzõdés
aláírásakor viszont Magyarországot
a II. világháborúban aló részvétele miatt marasztalták el.
Mindkét szerzõdés kollektív büntetésrõl
rendelkezett, ami a nemzetközi jog alapján elfogadhatatlan.
Összességében megállapítható, hogy mind a Trianoni, mind a
Párizsi Békeszerzõdés alakilag és jogilag
is érvénytelen.. Az elcsatolt területen élõ magyar
állampolgárok sérelmére 1920. évtõl kezdõdõen olyan
bûncselekmények elkövetése történt, amelyek a nemzetközi jog
alapján nem évülnek el. Szükséges annak
bíróság által történõ kimondása, hogy a fent említett
Szerzõdések érvénytelenek és az érvénytelenség
következtében a Magyar Népet jogorvoslat illeti meg.A
büntetõjogi felelõsség kérdése is vizsgálatot igényel.
A tény feltáráshozkíván segítséget nyújtani az INSTITUTUM PRO
HOMINIS JURIBUS, amikor egy nemzetközi
vizsgálóbizottság felállítását szorgalmazza, és ehhez a maga
részérõl minden segítséget megad.
A vizsgálóbizottság felállítását 25-30 fõ részvételével
javaslom, amelyekbõl 10 szakértõt az
INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS JURIBUS delegálna. E személyek az
elcsatolt területeken használatos nyelvet
beszélik. A bizottság tagjai a petícióban foglaltakat a
helyszínivizsgálatok keretében konkrétan
igazolják. Az 1956-os Magyar Forradalom idején az Egyesült
Nemzetek Szervezetének nem volt lehetõsége
támogatni a magyar nemzet szabadságharcát. A körülmények
megváltoztak. Az ENSZ-nek most lehetõsége nyílik
arra, hogy jóvátegye az akkori közömbösségét.

Tisztelettel:

Prof. Ludwig von Lang

fõtitkár

INSTITUTUM PRO HOMINIS JURIBUS

TRIANON KALENDÁRIUM, 1999, 66-67 o
Időszerü-e Trianonról beszélni? 

Dr. Balogh Sandor

Altalanosan elfogadott ve​lemeny, hogy nemcsak nem idoszerü “trianonozni", de egyenesen karos a nemzeti erdekekre Tria​non emlegetese. Ugyan​akkor Lea Brilmayer, a hires amerikai Yale egyetem jogi karanak nemzetkozi jog professzora, a teruleti igenyek fenntartasat es hangoztatasat tanacsolja, mint az emberi jogok megszerzesenek hatasos eszköze. 1990-ben Yalen tartottak egy szeminariumot ..Nemzetisegi elszakadas es nemzetkozi jog” cimen, aminek eredmenyet 25 oldalas cikkben irta meg Brilmayer a Yale Journal of lnternational Law ci​mu szakfolyoiratban. (1991. vol.. 16. 177-202) ..Elszakadas es onrendelke​zes: egy területi ertelmezes (..Secession and Selfdetermination: A Territo​rial Interpretatiom”) cimmel.

A nyugati szakirodalom altalaban elismeri  az elszakadas jogat vegso eset​ben, ha semmi mas megoldas, koztuk az autonomia kerese is, eredmenytelen a kisebbsegi panaszok onvoslasara. Brilmayer szerint azonban a jelenlegi állapotokra vonatkozó pa​naszok nem elegendok az elszakadas indoklasara. Az elszakadas. illetve ha​tarvaltoztatas kovetelesehez “teruleti panasz (territorial grievance) amely va​lamilyen igazsagtalan tortenelmi esemeny eredmenye" (result of some unjusti​fiable historic event, l. 189. old.) is szukseges.

Mielott továbmegyunk. néhany megjegyzést kell tenni. Brilmayer véleménye jelentös jogi vélemeny, de nincs torveny ereje (még). De ha es amikor, az ENSZ az egyre erősodo nemzetkozi nyomas hatasára, a kisebbsegi elnyo​mas kovetkezmenyekent kialakult globalis menekült kerdes (tobb mint 30 millió ilyen menekültet tartanak szamon) megoldasara új hatarozatokat hoz, valoszinu, hogy ilyen szakvelemenyeket is figyelembe vesz majd.

Ez persze nem jelenti azt, hogy okvetlenül a regi trianoni hatarok visszaal​litásat kell követelni. Azonban azokat feladni sem szabad minden ellenertek nélkül! Ha a határkiigazitas jogárol lemond a nemzet es az erintettek. akkor az egyszer s mindenkorra elveszik, es meg tárgyalasi alapnak sem hasznalha​to a kisebbsegi jogok kikenyszeritesere! A kormány lemondasa nepszavazas es az erintett lakossag megkerdezese nélkül csupan politikai gesztus, minden jogi következmeny nelkül. Ugyanak​kor az elmenekült lakossag is fenntarthatja az igenyt a jogsertes orvoslasára!

Vegul, ha mi nem hangoztatjuk Trianon igazságtalanságát. akkor ellenfe​leink hivatkozhatnak Brilmayer ervelesere. hogy tudniillik a magyarok feladtak a jogukat minden hatdrkiigazitasra es nem lesz jogunk Trianonra. mint igazsagtalan tortenelmi esemenyre hvatkozni, legalabb mint targyalasi kiin​dulopontra. amibo1 lehet majd engedni, hogy egy elfogadhato autonomiat kapjunk, mint kompromisszum.

Brilmayer szerint tobb fontos szempontot kell figyelembe venni. Eloszor a panaszra okot ado esemeny idobeli tavolsaga: minel ujabbkeletu a panaszra okot ado esemeny, annal nagyobb jelentosege van. Pedaul a romanok homalyos es bizonyitatlan, majdnem ketezereves jogcime az 1100 eves panaszra (a magyar Honfoglalas tenye) ami az 0 reszukrol kepezte Trianonban a panasz alapjat sokkal regibb es kevesbbe bizonyithato, mint a tortenelmileg dokumentalt Ma​gyar honfoglalas es a hetven evvel ezelott tortent trianoni igazsagtalansag.

A masodik szempont az, hogy mennyire tartotta ebren az esetleg elsza​kadni vagyo csoport a panaszt ("the extent to which the separatist group has kept the claim alive "l. 200. old.), Ezert fontos a Trianon Tarsasag munkaja. A szerzo ugyancsak hangsulyozza. hogy a panaszt nemzedekrol nemzedekre eletben kell tartani. Ha valaki megkerdezne, hogy a fiatalok miert torodjenek ve​Ie, Brilmayer azt valaszolja: "azok a te neped, a te oseid voltak, akik ellen ezt az igazsagtalansagot elkovettek. Te egy vagy kozuluk. te is osztozol az igaz​sagtalansagban, es kuzdened kell annak helyrehozasaert" (1. 192. old.)

A harmadik szempont az idokozben mestersegesen belelepitetl lakossag kerdese, mint pe1daul a regati romanok attelepitese Erdelybe. Brillmayer va​lasza, hogy amennyiben a hatarkiigazitas celja a tortenelmi igazsagtalansag helyrehozasa, akkor ezt nem kell figyelembe venni. "Ha a szoban forgo terulet nem kerul idegen uralom ala, akkor az ujonnan betelepultek nem lennenek ott. Az ujonnan odakoltozolt tobbsegi lakossag jelenlete csak sulyosbitja a jog​talan elvetelt" (compounds the original injury. 1. 200, old.).

Vegul Brilmayer megjegyzi: egyik kulcskerdes, hogy a status quo-t men​nyire kivanatos megvaltoztatni? (1. 199, old.) Ugyanis az sem lenne kivanatos, ha minden hatar bizonytalan lenne. Ezert peldaul az emberi-jog serteseket is figyelembe kell venni ("the existence of widespread human rights abuses." 1. 19i, old.) a teriileti igenyek rendezesenel. Ebbol a szempontbol Burgenland kivetelevel, sajnos, minden elszakitott teruleten fennall az esetleges hatarkiigazitas vagy elszakadas kovetelesenek feltetele.

Itt csatlakozik Brilmayer elmelete az emberi jogokat vedok megoldasahoz: ha semmi mas nincs, es tortenelmileg jogosult, a kisebbsegnek az "onren​dulkezesi jog" alapjan joga van a hatarkiigazitast vagy elszakadast, fuggetlenseget ilIetve az anyaorszaghoz valo csatolast kovetelni.

Ezzel a jelenlegi, elnyomo tobbseg kezeben van a hatarok sorsa: ha de​mokratikusan biztositjak a kisebsegi jogokat, sokkal gyongebb lesz a hatarkiigazitast igenylok jogcime es minel nagyob az elnyomas, annal nagyobb lesz az eselye a hatarkiigazitasnak ilIetve a fuggetlenseg elnyeresenek.

Termeszetesen a huszonotoldalas cikkben sokkal tobb fontos informacio is van, bevezetoul legyen ennyi is eleg.


TRIANON 

(A zebegenyi harangszenteles, 2001 junius 4-én)
(Dr. Balogh Sandor, Elnök, Amerikai Magyarok Országos Szövetsége) 

Méltóságos Nuncius Úr és Püspök Úrak, Hölgyeim és Uraim, kedves Honfitársak! 

A másfél milliónyi amerikai magyarság nevében üdvözlöm e nemes kezdeményezést, hogy itt, a Zebegényi történelmi Kálvária hegyen a Magyar Nemzeti Emlékezésnek harangot szentel a Nuncius Úr! A magyar dicsöséget hirdetö déli harangszó mellett lesz egy második harangszavunk, amely nemzetünk legnagyobb tragédiájára emlékeztet. Mindkét harangszó fontos, de gyakorlati szempontból ennek az új harangszónak nagyobb jelentösége van.
Hugo Grotiust, a nemzetközi jog atyját követve, nemzetközijog szakértök szerint elvesztett terület csak akkor veszett el igazán, ha arról lemond a nemzet. Ezért irja például Lea Brilmayer, a hires amerikai Yale egyetem professzora, hogy a rajtunk esett sérelmet addig kell emlegetni, generációkon keresztül is, ha kell, mig az orvoslást nem nyer! Nos, ez a harang ezt a célt szolgálja. 
Trianon emlegetése 1920 óta nem szünt meg! Mig itthon, a szovjet megszállás és bábkormányok idejében nem volt szabad Trianonról beszélni, mi, nyugatra szakadt magyarok biztosítottuk a jogfolytonosságot, illetve a tiltakozás folyamatosságát, néha a kormánnyal ellenkezve, néha a kormány kulisszák mögötti együttmüködésével. Erröl a politikáról közölt egy érdekes interjút a Magyar Nemzet május 12-i számában Berecz Jánossal, a Kádár kormány külügyi káderével. Az interju leckéül szolgálhat az 1990 utáni külügyéreknek is!
Berecz szerint "egy országnak legalább három külpolitikai magatartásra van szüksége. Van a párt, amely szabályokhoz kötött, minden szavát jegyzik. Van a külügy, amely rugalmasabb, diplomáciai eszközöket használhat, titkolózhat, stb. és hagyjuk érvényesülni a népi diplomáciát, hogy néha ök is kimondhassanak olyan gondolatokat a szomszédos országokkal összefüggésben amelyektöl mi elhatárolódhatunk, de már elhangzott Magyarországon." Mig annak idején a Párt megtiltotta pl. Trianon emlegetését és a külügy nem beszélt róla, a népi diplomácia felvethette a kérdést! Jómagam is résztvettem ilyen nem hivatalos "népi diplomáciában" a hetvenes években, amit a New Yorki fökonzul kezdeményezett. 
Engedtessék meg tehát, hogy mint egy Amerikában élö nemzettag aki kettös állampolgár de az amerikai törvények szerint egy kormánynak sem alattvalója, kis privát "népi diplomáciát" gyakoroljak. Akinek nem inge, ne vegye magára, és aki nem ért vele egyet, vagy akit diplomáciai helyzete nem enged, hogy ugyanezt kimondja, határolja el magát ettöl, de vannak bizonyos dolgok, amelyeknek ITT és MOST el kell hangzaniok a magyar és a szomszédos országok nemzeti illetve nemzetiségi politikájával kapcsolatban! 
Bár a nemzeti emigráció támogatja a jelen koaliciót, és politikájával nagyjából egyetért, bizonyos dolgokat ki kell mondani. Ma hivatalos körök ugyan nem üldözik, de nem is nézik jó szemmel az emigrációnak (és úgy látszik az MVSZ-nem sem) a népi diplomácia gyakorlását, mintha a régi szoros pártpolitika érvényesülne még ma is, népi diplomácia nelkül! A póráz ma rövidebb, mint a hetvenes években volt! Ma nem értik a népi diplomácia lényegét! Ma nem értik, és ezt mint amerikai magyar nemzettag mondom, hogy ha az itthoni népi diplomáciához hozzáadnánk az MVSZ nyugati régió Országos Tanácsait, azok tagegyesületeit, és a különbözö független egyéneket, egyesületeket és csoportosulásokat, egy megfizethetetlen, a zsidó diaszporához hasonló világhálózat állna a nemzet és a kormány rendelkezésére nemzetünk külpolitikai céljainak elömozdítására és a különbözö befogadó országaink kormányainál való lobbizásra. Ebböl a szempontból más országok, föleg a románok, messze felettünk állnak, és legnehezebb feladatunk külföldön a mindenkori román állam által támogatott román emigráció befolyásának ellensúlyozása. 
Ha van közös nevezöje az 1990 óta kormányzó három (most, 2005-ben mar negy) különbözö kormány külpolitikájának, az a nemzeti emigráció segítö jobbjának következetes elutasítása és annak rövid pórázon tartása, amennyiben csak az általuk kiválasztott megbízható embereikkel hajlandók szóba állni! Pedig még a nemzetközi intézmények is nemcsak elismerik hanem kifejezetten elömozdítják a nem kormányzati szervek, NGO-k munkáját. Nyugaton a népi diplomácia a politikai rendszer szerves része, még ha az ellenkezik is az illetékes kormányok nyiltan képviselt politikájával. Ez a magyar kormányok elött tabu, amit a nyugati emigrációval kapcsolatban követekezetesen be is tartottak.
Ezt az elútasító magatartást megelégelve, a Magyar Nemzeti Világtanács, amely a több évtizedes Szabad Magyar Világtanács jogutódja, tavaly novemberben az emigráció nevében partnerséget ajánlott fel a kormánynak, pártoknak és társadalmi szerveknek, a magyar nemzet sorsának alakításában. Szeretném ezt a partnerségi ajánlatot itt megismételni. Nem amerikai nagybácsit akarunk játszani és csokiszeleteket vagy nylonharisnyákat küldeni, hanem öszinén és önzetlenül felajánlani tudásunkat, tapasztalatainkat és külföldi kapcsolatainkat a Nemzetnek.
Mint hithü és vallását gyakorló katolikus, örömmel fogadom, hogy a Nuncius Úr elválalta a harang szentelését. Ebböl szeretném remélni, hogy a Vatikán az elszakított magyarság és a csángóság iránti egyházpolitikája is változóban van! A népi diplomáciának ki kell mondania, hogy mikor a szlovákiai magyaroknak nem szabad magyarul énekelni a Boldogasszony Anyánkat, vagy hogy "tartsd meg Isten Szentatyánkat," vagy az Eucharistikus Kongreszus indulójában, hogy "…forrassz eggyé békességben minden népet s nemzetet", és a gyönyörü magyar liturgikus hagyományt halálraitélhetik Szlovákiában a szlovák püspökök akkor itt valami baj van! Valaki felelös, hogy akár ekumenikus, akár nemzetpolitikai meggondolásból megtagadják a félmilló magyartól nemcsak nemzetközi szerzödésekben, mint pl. az EBESZ okmányai, amely szervezetnek a Vatikán Állam is tagja, hanem az egyházjogban is garantált jogukat, hogy vallásukat és liturgiájukat saját, ösi nyelvükön gyakorolják. A szlovák püspökök szerint a magyarok politikát csinálnak a vallásból! Pont fordítva van: a szlovák püspökök rendelik alá lelkipásztori kötelességüket a szlovákositó soviniszta nemzetpolitikának és az eröszakos beolvasztás politikájának. 
A katolikus népi diplomáciának azt is ki kell mondania, hogy nem értjük a Szentatya tanácsadóit, akik az Orthodox Oroszországnak a Fatimában kért felajánlása helyett pl. mikor a Szentatya Romániában a román orthodox egyház vezetöivel tárgyalt, nem engedték idöt szakítani, hogy erdélyi katolikus hiveivel és magyar katolikus püspökeivel találkozzék.
Imádkozzunk, hogy a ma felszentelt harang hangos szavával szálljon fel az égbe a Mindenható elé, és elégelje meg a sokat szenvedett nemzet részeinek évtizedek óta tartó sanyargatását. Kérjük az Úrat, hallgassa meg egy engesztelö nemzet siralmát, és adjon Szent István népének, a Szent Korona és Mária Országa, a Regnum Marianum tagjainak egy szebb, szabadabb magyar jövöt!


EURÓPA TANÁCS PARLAMENTI KÖZGYŰLÉSE

2003/1334. sz. HATÁROZAT (2003 június 24)

Az autonóm régiók pozitív tapasztalata, mint konfliktusmegoldást sugalmazó ihletforrás Európában

1. Az újjáéledő, intenzitásukban és gyakoriságukban változó feszültségek Európában, melyek az államokon belüli megoldatlan konfliktusok eredményei, a Parlamenti Közgyűlés figyelmében maradnak. Napjainkban Európában a legtöbb politikai válság ténylegesen az államokon belül jelentkezik.

2. E megújult feszültségek részben azoknak a területi változásoknak és új államok keletkezésének tulajdoníthatók, amelyek a két világháború és a korábbi kommunista rendszer 90-es években bekövetkező összeomlása nyomán jelentek meg.

3. Ezek a feszültségek tükrözik azt az elkerülhetetlen fejlődést, amelyen a nemzetállam fogalma átment, s amely a nemzeti szuverenitást és a kulturális homogenitást mint lényegi kérdést tekintette. Napjainkban, a demokrácia gyakorlatának valamint a nemzetközi jognak a fejlődését tekintve, az államoknak új elvárásokkal kell szembenézniük.

4. Legtöbb jelenlegi konfliktus nagyon gyakran az államok oszthatatlansága és az identitás elve közötti dichotómiaként vázolható fel, és az államok, valamint az identitásuk megőrzéséhez való jogot követelő kisebbségi csoportok közötti feszültségben gyökerezik.

5. Az európai államok óriási többsége ma olyan közösségeket foglal magában, amelyek eltérő identitással rendelkeznek. Egyesek közülük saját intézményeket követelnek és külön törvényeket akarnak, melyek lehetővé teszik eltérő kultúrájuk kifejezését.

6. Az államoknak a feszültséget meg kell előzniük olyan rugalmas alkotmányi vagy törvényhozási szintű egyezségekkel, amelyek elébe mennek ezen elvárásoknak. Hatalmat, illetve hatásköröket adván a kisebbségeknek önnön ügyeikre nézve, akár átruházván azt a központi kormányzattól, akár azzal megosztva, az államok néha összeegyeztethetik a területi egység elvét a kulturális sokszínűség elvével.

7. Az Európa Tanács, amely el van kötelezve a béke megőrzésére és az erőszak megelőzésére, amelyek lényegesek az emberi jogok, a demokrácia és a törvények uralmának előmozdításához, úgy véli, hogy az autonóm régiók pozitív tapasztalatai ihletforrásként szolgálhatnak arra, hogy miképp kell megoldani a belső politikai konfliktusokat.

8. Sok európai ország már megoldotta belső feszültségeit, illetve azok feloldása folyamatban van a területi és a kulturális autonómia különböző formáinak bevezetésével, melyek az elvek és a konkrét intézkedések azon széles skáláját foglalják magukban, amelyek segíthetnek a belső konfliktusok feloldásában.

9. Tagadhatatlan, hogy az autonómia olyan fogalom, amelynek negatív értelmezései lehetnek. Fenyegetésnek tűnhet az államok területi integritására nézve, a szecesszió irányába tett első lépésnek, azonban legtöbbször kevés tény támasztja alá e nézőpontot.

10. Az autonómia, ahogy azt azokban az országokban alkalmazzák, amelyek tiszteletben tartják nemzetiségeik alapvető jogait és szabadságát, jórészt úgy tekinthető, mint egy “államon belüli megoldás”, mely lehetővé teszi a kisebbség számára, hogy gyakorolja jogait és megőrizze kulturális önazonosságát, miközben bizonyos garanciákat nyújt az állam egységére, szuverenitására és területi integritására nézve.

11. A “területi autonómia” kifejezést olyan, általában szuverén államokon belül kialakított berendezkedésre értik, ami által egy bizonyos régió lakosai tágabb hatalmi jogosítványokat kapnak, amelyek tükrözik sajátos földrajzi helyzetüket, és amely oltalmazza és előmozdítja kulturális és vallási hagyományaikat. A “kulturális autonómia” kifejezés a nyelvi és kulturális jogok gyakorlásának lehetővé tételére utal. Az esetek többségében ez egybeeshet a decentralizáció elvének alkalmazásával.

12. Az Európa Tanács tagállamainak többségében az alkotmány nem ismeri el az egyoldalú kiváláshoz való jogot. Azonban az oszthatatlanságot nem kell összetéveszteni az egységes állam fogalmával, és az állam oszthatatlansága ekként összeegyeztethető az autonómiával, a regionalizmussal vagy a föderalizmussal.

13. A politikai berendezkedések változatos formái felruházhatók autonóm státussal, az egységes államokon belüli egyszerű decentralizációtól a hatalom valódi megosztásáig, illetve akár szimmetrikus, vagy aszimmetrikus módon, a regionális vagy föderatív államokban.

14. Korábban az autonómiát két szakaszban vezették be, és három módon hoztak létre: regionális entitások létesítették, amikor a centralizált állam létrejött, területi feszültségek oldására vezették be, vagy a nemzetközi közösség kezdeményezésére.

15. Az autonómia nem varázsszer, és az általa nyújtott megoldások nem egyetemesen érvényesek és alkalmazhatók. Mindazonáltal, a kudarcokért nem az autonómia mint olyan hibáztatható, hanem alkalmazásának körülményei. Az autonóm státust mindig az illető terület földrajzi, történelmi és kulturális körülményeinek, valamint a sajátos esetek és konfliktus-zónák egészen sajátos jellemzőinek megfelelően kell kialakítani.

16. A belső feszültségek enyhítésére való tekintettel a központi kormányzatnak megértéssel kell reagálnia, amikor a kisebbségi csoportok, különösen ha számottevőek és régóta élnek egy adott területen, nagyobb szabadságot követelnek saját ügyeik önálló intézésében. Ugyanakkor az autonómia elismerésének sohasem szabad a közösségben azt a benyomást keltenie, hogy a helyi önkormányzás  kizárólagosan őrá tartozó probléma.

17. A sikeres autonómia a többség és kisebbség közötti, valamint a kisebbségek közötti, államon belüli kiegyensúlyozott viszonytól függ. Az autonóm státusnak mindig tiszteletben kell tartania az egyenlőség és a diszkriminációmentesség elveit, és az államok területi integritásán és szuverenitásán kell alapulnia.
18. Nagy jelentősége van annak, hogy azok a növekvő előnyök, melyeket az autonóm entitások jogaiknál fogva élveznek, ne aknázzák alá az államok nemzetközileg elismert határait.

19. Az autonómia minden értelmezése, alkalmazása és kezelése az állami hatóságok azaz a nemzeti parlamentek valamint intézményeik akaratára és megítélésére tartozik.

20. Pozitív diszkrimináció, azaz kedvezményezett képviselet a központi kormányzat szerveiben, gyakran alkalmazható a kisebbségek hatékonyabb bevonására az országos ügyek intézésébe.

21. Alapvető fontosságú, hogy különleges intézkedések foganatosítandók a “kisebbségen belüli kisebbségek” védelmére is és annak biztosítására, hogy a többség és más kisebbségek ne érezzenek félelmet az autonóm entitásnak megadott hatalom miatt. Ezen autonóm entitásokon belül a Nemzeti Kisebbségek Védelméről szóló Keretegyezmény szintén alkalmazandó a kisebbségeken belüli kisebbségek érdekében.

22. A Közgyűlés felkéri a tagállamok kormányait, hogy tartsák tiszteletben a következő alapelveket, amikor autonóm státust elismernek:

i. Az autonóm státusnak, mely meghatározás szerint a központi kormányzat és az autonóm entitás közötti kooperációtól és koordinációtól függ, az érintett felek közötti tárgyalásos megegyezésen kell alapulnia.

ii. A központi kormánynak és az autonóm hatóságnak el kell ismernie, hogy az autonóm státus egy dinamikus folyamat része, és mindig a kölcsönös megegyezés tárgya.
iii. Az autonómiával kapcsolatos statútumokra és az autonóm státus megalapozására vonatkozó alapelvekre nézve megfelelőbb lenne, ha ezek az alkotmányba foglaltatnának, mint csupán a törvényekben, mert így a módosításokra csak az alkotmánnyal összhangban kerülhet sor. A későbbi vitákat elkerülendő, az autonóm státusra vonatkozó megegyezésnek explicit módon meg kell határoznia a hatalom, illetve a hatáskörök megosztását a központi és az autonóm hatóság között.

iv. Az autonóm státusra vonatkozó egyezménynek garantálnia kell az autonóm hatóságok megfelelő képviseletét és effektív részvételét a döntéshozatalban és a közügyek intézésében.

v. Az autonóm státusra vonatkozó egyezményeknek elő kell írniuk, hogy az autonóm entitások rendelkezzenek helyi szinten demokratikusan megválasztott törvényhozó és végrehajtó hatóságokkal. 

vi. Az autonóm státusra vonatkozó egyezményeknek elő kell írniuk pénzalapok biztosítását és/vagy átutalását, amelyek lehetővé teszik az autonóm hatóságok számára, hogy a központi kormányzat által nekik átadott külön funkciókat gyakorolhassák.

vii. Annak biztosítására, hogy a hatalommal nem élnek vissza, külön mechanizmusokat kell létrehozni a központi kormányzat és az autonóm hatóságok között támadt viták megoldására.

viii. Ha a feszültségek a központi kormányzat és az autonóm hatóságok közt fennmaradnak, a nemzetközi közösség támogathatja a megegyezési folyamatot.
ix. A hatáskörök autonóm entitásokra való átruházása során parancsoló módon védelmezni kell a közöttük élő kisebbségek jogait, amelyeket nem lehet semmibe venni vagy elnyomi.

x

*Megvitatta a Közgyűlés 2003 június 24-i ülése (19. ülésszak) (lásd 9824. sz. dok., a Politikai Bizottság jelentése, raportőr: Gross úr, és 9837 sz. dok., a Jogi és Emberjogi Bizottság véleményezése, raportőr: Jürgens úr). A Közgyűlés által 2003 június 24-én elfogadott szöveg (19. ülésszak).

(Nem hivatalos fordítás, fordította: Bakk Miklós)
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(Javasolt módosítások:             Dr. Csapó I. József)




            Prof. Dr. Balogh Sándor)
KÖZLEMÉNY 

A BUDAPESTI TRIANON TÁRSASÁG RENDEZÉSÉBEN

KÉT ELŐADÁS LESZ A TRIANON KÉRDÉSRŐL 

2005. szeptember 28-án este 6 órakor

A Magyarok Háza Bartók Termében

(Budapest VI, Semmelweis u.1-3)

Dr. Balogh Sándor, nyug. politológia professzor előadásának címe:

Az emberi jogok és autonómia

(Dr. Balogh Autonomy and the New World Order c. könyve a Corvinus Virtual Library-ből letölthető)

Sucsán Károly, a Montreáli Magyar Trianoni Bizottság elnöke előadásának címe:

A trianoni kérdés

Azonkivül három nyelvű (angol, francia és magyar) sajtókonferencia lesz hétfõn, 2005, szeptember 26-án, 
amelynek helyszínét és idejét késõbbi tájékoztatásban ismertetjük.

A Trianoni Diktátum 85-ik évfordulója alkalmával emlékeztetjük nem csak a magyarságot, hanem a nemzetközi közösséget is idegen nyelveken.

Az előadók meggyőződése, hogy valamilyen formában igazságot kell szolgáltatni a magyarságnak. Mivel az egyenlő emberi és állampolgársági jogokat a környező államok nem biztositják, csak két alternativa marad: autonómia vagy határkiigazitas. Ezért követeljük az autonomiát mint jogot az önkormányzathoz. Amennyiben ez kivihetetlen, akkor területi reviziót követelünk a nemzetközi fórumokon. Dr. Balogh előadásában ismerteti, hogy milyen alapon van a magyarságnak joga az önkormányzathoz, és milyen taktikát ajánlanak a nyugati szakértők, Szucsán Károly pedig arról beszél, hogy a nemzetközi forumokon hogyan lehet illetve kell területi igazságszolgáltatást követelni. 
Kérünk mindenkit, ismertessék köreikben elõadásunk idejét és helyszínét, hogy mennél többen megismerkedhessenek a külföldön működõ egyének és szervezetek munkájával, ami a Trianoni problémát és az autonómia kérdését illeti.

Meg vagyunk gyõzõdve, hogy eddigi munkánk és külföldi tapasztalataink ismertetése elõsegítheti a magyarság számára sorsdöntõ kérdések tisztázását. Ugyanakkor az együttműködés keretei kiszélesedhetnek azokkal, akik hiszik, hogy az autonómia illetve a revízió és a határmódosítás elérhetõ a jogosság alapján,

 Minden jel arra mutat, hogy az erre való érvek elõterjesztését várják a magyarság részérõl azok a nemzetközi szervek illetve külföldi politikusok akik meg vannak gyõzõdve, hogy valamilyen formában igazságot kell szolgáltatni a magyarságnak, vissza kell adni nekik emberi jogaikat, amitõl megfosztották Trianon óta és véget kell vetni a Kárpát medence végtelen feszültségeinek.

Sajnálatos, hogy 1945 óta a magyar politikai körök ás kormányok nem követeltek a nemzetközi közösségtõl ilyen formájú igazságszolgáltatást és a létező feszültségek csökkentését. Nem csak nekünk de másoknak is érthetetlen, hogy milyen gyáván és meghunyászkodva tűrjük azokat az igazságtalanságokat amiket velük tettek az elmult 85 évben. 

Budapesti elõadásainkkal reméljük, hogy elõsegítjük az autonómia illetve a revíziós  mozgalom kibontakozását az összmagyarság részvételével. 

Várjuk megjelenésüket! 
Charles Sucsan (Szucsán Károly) 


Dr. Balogh Sándor,
Magyar Trianoni Bizottság elnöke


Professzor emeritus, 
Montreal, Canada. 




 New York állam, USA

 

 §§§§§§§§§                                              

                         Kanadai Magyar Társaság Inc. 
Société Canadienne Magyar Inc. Canadian Magyar Society Inc. 
575 Barthelemy, Longueuil, Québec, J4J 1M5 Canada
Tel: 450-670-7733 Fax: 450-670-1940 Email: c.sucsan@videotron.ca
Communiqué
Une conférence de presse en anglais, français et hongrois sera tenu à à l'Hotel Astoria, Salon Zöld, 19-21 Kossuth Lajos utca, Budapest, 
le 26 septembre 2005, à 11 heures.
(avec pause-café) 
Sujet: Les Droits de l'Homme, l'Autonomie, l'invalidité des traités de Trianon 1920, et de Paris 1947.
Conferenciers: Dr. Sándor Bologh professeur politologue, émérite, 
de l'Université d'Albany, Albany N.Y., USA.
et
Charles Sucsan, Artiste en art visuel, Président du Comité Magyar de Trianon, Montréal, QC., Canada.
S.V.P. Confirmer votre présence, 
À l’adresse si-dessus.         ______________
Les deux conférenciers prononceront une conférence en hongrois à la Magyarok Hàza, ( à la Maison des Hongrois), le 28 septembre 2005, à 18 heures. 1-3, Semmelweis utca, Budapest, Les conférenciers sont d’avis que depuis le changement de régime hongrois de 1989, les autres pays de l’Europe centrale et oriental ont subi des modifications majeures de leur frontières, sans que les problèmes découlant des Diktats de Trianon (1920) et de Paris (1947), imposés aux Hongrois, soient examinés et remis en question dans le contexte actuel.
La nécessité d’une révision, découle du fait, qu’avec l’adhésion à l’Union européenne, le Parlement de l’Union ait refusé d’étudier les propositions pour remédier aux difficultés subies par les Hongrois, éparpillés sous la juridiction de sept États depuis le 4 juin 1920. De plus, les États voisins ont systématiquement opprimé leur minorité hongroise jusque au génocide de centaine de milliers de Hongrois, durant les 85 dernières années. Ces États continuent encore aujourd’hui de limiter la survie des Hongrois par des manoeuvres administratives contraires aux Droits de l’Homme.
Les conférenciers sont d’avis que le temps est venu de remettre en question les traités et ententes, lesquels ne cadrent plus devant le droit légitime de la nation hongroise de se réunir à l’intérieur des frontières issue d’une révision.
Ce sont les sujets dont les conférenciers traiteront à leurs causeries.
         
                        Kanadai Magyar Társaság Inc. 
Société Canadienne Magyar Inc. Canadian Magyar Society Inc. 
575 Barthelemy, Longueuil, Québec, J4J 1M5 Canada
Tel: 450-670-7733 Fax: 450-670-1940 Email: c.sucsan@videotron.ca 
Press Release
A press conference in English, French, and Hungarian will be held in Budapest, at the Hotel Astoria, Zold Salon, 19-21, Kossuth Lajos utca, on September 26, 2005, at 11 A. M.
(with coffee break).
Subject: Human Rights, Autonomy, the invalidity of the Treaty of Trianon (1920), and of Paris (1947).
Speakers: Dr. Sandor Balogh, Professor, Emeritus, of Political 
Science of the University of Albany, Albany NY., USA.
and
Charles Sucsan, Visual Artist, and President of the Magyar Trianon Committee, Montreal, QC., Canada.
Az alábbi bevezetőt és könyvszemlét 1951-ben közölte elöször egy europai magyar kiadvány egy rebebbi nemet lapbol leforditva, és  2004-ben került ujra napszinre. A dokumentum jellegü irás magáért beszél. 

Szomszédaink a mérlegen. *






 

A Monarchia épülete  roskadozóban volt már a Balkánon kigyujtott tüz következtében, midön l9l8-ban, elkésett vészkiáltásként  egy könyv* jelent meg Bécsben. E könyv 20 évi fáradhatatlan történelemkutatás gyümölcseként született meg s feladatául azt tüzte ki, hogy bevilágitson abba a sötét balkáni milieu-be, ahol Byzánc megszállottjai hallatlan tervszerüséggel évtizedeken, söt évszázadokon át dolgoztak azon, hogy az egészdélszláv világot hatalmukba keritsék.

E hatalmi birkozásban Szerbia és a szerbség föszerepet játszott.  –Fentemlitett könyv  e szerepnek  inditorugoit, titkos részleteit, byzantinikus jellemvonásait  világitotta meg a történelem tükrében olyan szakszerüen és oly lenyügözö erövel, mint semilyen más mü annakelötte.-

E nagyszabásu történelmi mü a rövidesen bekövetkezett összeomlás következtében mindazonáltal már nem kerülhetett nagyközönség kezébe.-A Bécsbe érkezett Entente Fegyverszüneti Bizottság ugyanis szerb közbelépésre elrendelte a könyv összes, árusitás alatt lévö példányainak elkobzását s papirzuzomalomba vetését. Késöbb a szerb királyi követségek követtek el mindent, hogy az esetleg még fellelhetö példányok a forgalombol eltünjenek.- Az ilymodon halálraitélt könyv sorsa az összeomlást követö idök zürzavarában nem is keltett különösebb feltünést s a rávaló emlékezést gyorsan belepte a  feledes pora.-

De nemcsak a könyvet itélték halálra, hanem annak szerzőjét, egy horvátszármazásu bécsi funkcionáriust, dr. Ivo Pilar-t is, aki müvét a balkáni viszonyok ismeretében L.v. Südland  álnéven jelentette meg.- A halálos itéletet nem biroság, hanem a balkáni bosszuszomj mondotta ki, a végrehajtás azonban több mint l0 évet  váratott magára: ennyi ideig tartott ugyanis, mig fáradhatatlan üldözői felfedték a szerző igazi nevét és hollétét.- A kivégzés modja egyszerü volt és balkáni stilusnak megfelelő: Zágráb egyik mellékutcájába csalták s ott egy ház harmadik emeletéről kidobták az  utcára, majd miután még  volt benne élet, a g y o n v e r t é k.

A  h a l o t t  í r ó  h a l á l r a i t é l t  müvét meg akarjuk menteni – legalább részben – az enyészettől s ugy véljük ezzel hasznos szolgálatot teszünk mindazoknak, akiket a délszláv politikai eseményeken tul, azok lélektani rugói  is érdekelnek.-Az események ugyanis változnak a népek életében, azok történelmi és lélektani motivumai azonban rendszerint ugyanazok maradnak. Ha ismerjük ezeket, könnyebben és biztosabban itélhetjük meg a jelen és jövő kilátásait.-Minden látszolagos időszerütlensége ellenére ezért tartjuk  aktuálisnak S ü d l a nd manapság ritkaságszámbamenő könyvének ismertetését.-

Egy K und K [királyi es császári, azaz Osztrak-Magyar] Hadsereg tisztje

[Az alábbi könyvszemle németből leforditva jelent meg eredetileg 1951 tavaszán]

*Megjegyzes. Mind a könyv, mind a szerzö valóban letezett. A ZágrábiEgyetem keretein belul van a szerzöröl elnevezett “Ivo Pilar Tarsadalmtudomanyi Intezet,” amely a Horvát Tudomány és Technológiai Minisztérium alatt müködik. Lásd http:///www.iwm.at-access-team/cr.htm
Azonkivül egy Internet forrás szerint a könyvet kétszer is kiadták ujra (L. V. Sudland, South -Slav Question. Display of Complete Question, Edition of Matica Hrvatska, Zagreb 1943, és L. V. Sudland, (Ivo Pilar). Južnoslovensko pitanje, Hrvatska demokratska zajednica. Podružnica Varaždin, 1990), azonban eddig nem egy példányt sem sikerült megtalálni.

Több informáciö található az Interneten Ivo Pilar vagy L. von Sudland alatt.
Könyvszemle. 

L.v. S ü d l a n d:  “DIE SÜDLANDISCHE FRAGE.”

(Wien, l9l8 Manz-Verlag 796 old.)

Südland könyve a szerb kérdés alaposabb megvilágitása érdekében  felöleli az egész délszláv problémát. Mint a szerző bevezetőjében irja, gyermekkora óta alkalma volt megfordulni  a Balkán összes országaiban, megismerni az ott élő népeket, nyelvüket, szokásait s lassanként valóságos szenvedélyévé vált a délszláv történelem kutatása.- Az a vágy ösztönözte, hogy megtalálja ama láthatatlan, érthetetlen és leküzdhetetlen  akadályok magyarázatát, melyek minduntalan felbukkannak azok előtt, akik hivatásuknál  fogva megbékélést igyekeznek teremteni az ott lakó  népek között.-Hosszu éveken át tanulmányozta ezért a délszláv irodalmat, történelmet és politikát: brosurákat, ujságkivágásokat gyüjtött, szociologiai és antropologiai  studiumokba mélyedt, bejárta a Balkán régi, történelmi helyeit, hogy helyszini kutatásokat végezhessen s emberekkel beszélhessen.-





“E  sok fáradozás és részletismeretei ellenére – ugymond -, az első évtizedben sehogy sem akaart sikerülni a délszáv fejlődésről való összkép kialakitása… ”Csak mikor a  Balkán félsziget  vallástörténelmébe mélyedtünk bele, midön meghitt ismeretségbe kerültünk byzánci történelemmel és a byzánci szellemi élettel s rájöttünk Byzánc tartalmilag nehezen kifejezhető fogalmára, akkor esett le a hályog a szemünkről és akkor láttuk meg az ép olyan borzasztó mint lebilincselő igazságot a maga teljes meztelenségében “ irja S ü d l a n d.

Ennek az általa meglátott igazságnak a felderitése huzódik végig valóban S ü d l a n d  könyvén, mely azt mutatja be, miként befolyásolta B y z á n c  a  szerbek történelmét.- “E könyv egy megkinzott lélek kiáltása, - irja tovább előszavában -,  mely husz év óta egyre jobban eltünni látta a Monarchia hatalmának alapjait Délen…Legyen ez a könyv “vox clamantis in deserto” (pusztában kiáltó szó), hogy a dolgok odalenn tovább nem mehetnek igy, mert különben jovátehetetlen veszteségek származnak az államra…”

A pusztában kiáltó szó megkésve hangzott el, de még igy is, több mint három évtized távlatából is érdemes megszivelni az iró intelmeit. Természetesen egy könyvkivonat keretében csupán halvány képet tudunk nyujtani e nagyszabásu műről elsősorban arra törekedvén, hogy adatok helyett annak történelemelemző részeit  mutassuk  be olvasóinknak.-

S ü d l a n d  könyvének megirásához több mint 200 forrásmunkát használt fel. A mű az alábbi l0 fejezetre oszlik.

1.A balkánszlávok keletkezése.

2.A horvátok és államuk kialakulása.

3.A szerbek és államuk kialakulása.

4.Bosznia és a boszniai állam kialakulása.

5.Katholicizmus és orthodoxia.

6.Mi a délszláv kérdés magja?

7.A Monarchia és a délszlávok.

8.A horváth-szerb egységtörekvések.

9.A délszláv kérdés megoldása.

10. Forrásmüvek jegyzéke.

Szemlénken az aláhuzott fejezetekből hozunk kivonatokat.

Tájékozásul még meg kivánjuk jegyezni, hogy S ü d l a n d  nem mutat különösebb rokonszenvet a magyarság iránt, azonban a magyarok politikai képességeit meglehetősen nagyra becsüli.- Külön ki kell emelnünk azt a feltétlen csodálatot és nagyrabaecsülést, mellyel a  volt boszniai magyar kormányzo K á l l a y  Benjámin személyéről ir, mint szerinte a szerb kérdés nemzetközi vonatkozásban is legnagyobb szakértőjéről.- A 9.-ik fejezet javaslatot tartalmaz a délszláv kérdés megoldására. Eszerint Horvát-Sza onországból, Dalmáciából és Bosznia-Hercegovinából külön államot kellett  olna képezni s az, a dualizmus fenntartása mellett, mintegy kondominiumi státust foglalt volna el a Monarchiával szemben.

V. Katholicizmus és orthodoxia.

(233-296 old.)

E fejezet első részeiben a szerző rámutat azokra a történelmi okokra, melyek a két egyház mai különállásához vezettek s meállapitja, hogy ennek elsősorban nem vallási, hanem politikaiokai vannak.

Az első ilyen okot az egykori romai és görög nép különböző hajlamaiban és fejlődésüket meghatározo eltérő feltételekben kell keresni. A sokrétü és gazdag trtalommal telitett előázsiai befolyások következtében a görögök kkulturális fejlöttsége igen sokoldalu volt, de egyuttal megakadályozta a görög nép belső egységét s épen azért a görög nép, mint hatalmi tényező sohasem volt irányado. Rómára viszont nem hatott annyi kivülről jövő kulturbefolyás s épen azért a romaiak kulturája nem is  volt sokoldalu, ezzel szemben Róma politikai fejlődése sokkal egységesebb és erőteljesebb módon alakult, ami alkalmassá tette az utóbbit a történelemben mindaddig soha nem ismert nagyszerü államképzödmény fenntartására.

“Az erősebb Róma meghóditotta Hellast. Akkor keletkezett a gyülölet és megvetés a romaiak és a görögök között. A romai megvetette a “graeculus mendax-“ot, a görög pedig a kulturátlan harcost és a kemény politikust, aki anélkül, hogy  ezt hajlandó lett volna beismerni, nem tudott élni a görög kultura nélkül”.

“Egy további igen jelentős oka a későbbi kettéválásnak abban a különbségben keresendő, mely a romaiak és a görögök államhatalommal szemben felfogását jellemezte. A görögök államfelfogása megfelelt annak, amit az individiumnak az állam érdekében  való  teljes feláldozásaként jellemezhetünk. Csak ilyen felfogásból fakadhatott Plató  állameszméje. A romai állami felfogás ezzel szemben vallotta az egyéniségnek s az önrendedlkezésnek megörzését a törvényektől megszabott korlátokon belül”.

A görögség, a félgörög Nagy Sándor idejét leszámitva, csak akkor kezdett  politikailag is számottevő tényező lenni, midőn  elvesztette állami függetlenségét s tartósan római befolyás alá került s kimélyithette a Nagy Sándor idejé en szerzett előnyöket. Midön ezután a római világbirodalom 395-ben két részre esett szét, a keleti részben a görögség felülkerekedve lassanként kiszoritotta ugy nyelvben, mint öntudatban a római elemet. Ez az etnikailag győzedelmeskedő görögség azonban már nem volt egységes faj, hanem egy nyelvi, vallási és kulturális fogalommá vált, maga a nép az ősből állott. Nagyrészben ennek a kulturális és fajbeli elemnek keveredése erősitette meg annyira a Keletromai birodalmat, hogy l000 esztendővel élte tul társát. Róma eleste után ez a birodalom, Byzánc az uj vagy Kelet-Róma magát tekintette az egész római világbirodalom kizárolagos örökösének, jóllehet hiányoztak azok az anyagi és morális erők, melyek ezen óriási feladat megoldására alkalmassá tették volna őt. Hiányzott elsősorban egy erős nép, egy fajta, mely nélkül pedig történelmi csucsteljesitmények nem képzelhetők el.

Róma azonaban nem adta  fel a harcot s a római arisztokrácia a germánok segitségével frissitette meg erejét nemcsak azért, hogy helyreállitsa a Nyugatrómai birodalmat, hanem hogy elragadhassa a gyülölt és megvetett görögöktől a római birodalomnak fényét. Ezért koronázta azután III Leo 800 karácsonyán Nagy Károlyt az akkori Nyugat legerősebb politikai személyiségét római császárrá. Ez a cseledkedet felkeltette a hatalomra éhes keletrómaiaknak a pápaság elleni gyülöletét “ez a politikai esemény vált és maradt mindaddig mig a bizánci birodalom fennállott, a két egyház elválásának és ellenségeskedésének legfőbb okává, - mig a dogmatikus kérdések inkább mellérendelt szerepet játszották a szakadásban.

Miután a schizma politikai okokból keletkezett s a két egyház harcának alapvető oka egy tradiciók által megszentelt jogcimen elérni akart világuralom, épen azért igen kevés kilátás van arra, hogy a schizma meg fog szünni. – Bizánc azután az utolsó bizánci császár lányának III Ivánnal történt házaságával átadta ezt a világuralmi örökséget Oroszországnak. Oroszország ezen örökség által, az orthodoxi césaropapizmus s a bizánci imperializmus által lett azzá, aminek most látjuk. “Számithatunk arra valaha, hogy Oroszország bárminő okból is fel fogja adni imperializmusát?” teszi fel a kérdést a szerző, majd felel is rá:  “Nem, semmiesetre sem!, sőt,” inkább e törekvések erősödésével és további kiterjesztésével kell számolnunk, annak minden következményével együtt.

+ + + + + + 

Bizáncban a kereszténység egyébként 324-ben lett államvallásá, az alapitó I Konsantin rendeletére, aki azonban feltételül kikötötte, hogy az egyház fenntartás nélkül szolgálja az állami érdekeket és célokat. “Érthető, hogy a kereszténység, hogy kikerüljön egy üldözött állapotából elfogadta ezt a feltételt az azóta sem sikerült ebből a lekötöttségéből kiszabaditania magát jóllehet a történelem folyamán sokszor kétségbeesett kisérletet tett erre, - Kelet-Róma l000 éves fennállása azonban megakadályozott minden tartós sikert ezirányban. Az állammal szembeni alárendeltségi viszony elfogadása  által az előbbinek oly sok erőt kölcsönzött hogy az nemcsak minden vihar ellenére képes  volt fenntartani magát, hanem alárendeltségi  viszonyban tudta mindvégig tartani az egyházat is. A keleti egyház saját fegyverével mért vereséget önmagára.”

Igy győzött azután az egyházzal szemben is az a görög felfogáa, mely az egyén feláldozását vallja az államért, hiszen az állammal szemben maga az egyház sem volt más, mint egy nagyobb individuum. Az állam azután igy forrt össze a történelem folyamán az egyházzal, mint “test és lélek”. Theoretikusan a lélek, az egyház megtartotta előnyét, s csupán a gyakorlati életben vitte keresztül akaratát az állam. A fejlődést ezután az u.n. cezaropapizmus fejezte be, s hogy az állam és egyház, a test és lélek összeforrása milyen tökéletessé vált, mutatja az a törvény, melyet Leo Császár hozott elrendelvén “ha egy állami törvény célszerübbnek bizonyul, mint egy Kanon, ugy az előbbit kell alkalmazni, ugyanez áll azonban forditva: ha egy egyházi  rendelkezés mutatkozik hasznosabbnak akkor azt kell előnyben részesiteni. Ezzel el lett mosva minden különbség állam és egyház, császárság és papság között, s olyan állapot keletkezett mely mindmáig fennáll legtöbb ortodox államban”.

A szerző ezután Bizánc alakulásával szembeállitja Róma fejlődését s a következő konkluzióra jut: Ha Bizánc és róma fejlődését egymásmellé állitjuk, ugy megfigyelhető, hogy a két hatalom, állam és egyház, sem ennél, sem annál nem fért meg egymással. Mindkét helyen éles küzdelemre került a sor azzal a különbséggel, hogy Bizáncban az állam tulszárnyalta az egyházat, mig Nyugaton az egyház nem volt képes ezt megtenni az állammal. További különbség, hogy Keleten a viszony stabilizálódott, mégpedig az egyház és állam mint lélek és test viszonyát szabályozó kánon által s habár veszélytelenebb kérdésekben harc is volt közöttük, egy rendezett symbiozis keletkezett. Egészen más volt viszony Rómánál, ahol az egyház igényeit nem tudta teljes mértékben keresztül vinni, ezekről azonban mindmáig nem is mondott le s épen ezért a Nyugaton az Egyház és állam közötti viszony még mindig kiegyensulyozatlan és tisztázatlan s nem lehet tudni mikor kerül összetüzésekre a sor.

A két egyház különbözéségének állampolitikai következnényeivel foglalkozó alfejezetben Südland ezután a következő igen érdekes megállapitásokat teszi.

“Az orthodox államban az egyház az állam egyik részét képezi, állását és fényét közvetlenül az államtól kapja. Az egyház vezető része közvetlenül érdekelt az állam ügyeiben miután a kettő szymbiozisban él, és ha az orthodox államnak rosszul megy, ugy nincs jó dolga az orthodox papságnak sem.  Ennek az a következménye, hogy az orthodox papság fenntartás nélkül sikraszáll az orthodox államért, mégha azért pillanatnyagilag vallási érdekeket is fel kell áldoznia: olyan jelenség ez, melyet a katholicizmusnál ilyen mértékben sohasem lehetett megfigyelni. Az állam sokra képes, azonban nem mindenre. Majdnem ugylátszik, hogy egyenesen szüksége van a vallásra. Az állam képes a tudatos lelkiélet befolyásolására, azonban nem az öntudatalattira. A Tudat küszöbén tul található területet csak a vallás, az egyház tudja uralni.

Igy tehát az az állam, mely korlátlanul rendelkezik az egyházzal, sokkal messzebbmenő befolyást tud gyakorolni alattvalóira, ugy jó, mint rossz értelemben. Az orthodox állam tehát alattvalóit sokkal inkább ki tudja zsákmányolni és sokkal rosszabbul kezelheti, mint egy katholikus állam: egyszerüen azért, mert egy forradalom az orthodox államban sokkal kevésbé valószinü, s mert ha kitör is egy ilyen, sokkal kevesebb kilátása van a sikerre. Alig volt még állam a világtörténelemben, mely polgárait ugy kizsákmányolta volna, mint Byzánc és erre csak azért merészkedett, mert egyháza által korlátlan befolyást tudott gyakorolni alattvalóira. Ugyanazok a viszonyok vannak ma Oroszországban, “jegyzi meg Südland, majd igy folytatja.

“Ennek következtében az orthodox állam sokkal kitartóbb és szivósabb, sokkal több külső és belső viszontagságot képes kiállani, anélkül, hogy életereje megrendülne, mint a katholikus állam. A legtöbb történetirónak kiváltotta csodálatát Byzáncnak és a hallatlanul szives életereje, mely lehetővé tette számára, hogy annyi csapás, hihetetlen belső moralis, szociális és politikai zülöttsége ellenére dacolhasson ellenségeivel. Ugyanugy csodálatba ejtett bennünket Oroszországnak kohézios ereje. Ami egyszer Oroszországhoz kerül, félreismerhetetlenül odatendál, hogy e kolosszussal egybeolvadjon.”

A szerző ezuton rámutat az orthodox állam szinte hihetetlen regeneráló erejére s ezzel kapcsolatban többek között felhozza a szerb példát: 

“Miként láttuk alaposan dolgozó ozmán rombolok maradéktalanul feloszlatták a szerb államot és a szegényes, tudatlan parasztoknak meg volt a bátorságuk,  hogy egy nagyhatalom ellen felkeljenek és egy csapásra teremtettek egy uj államot. Nem hiába hivta ki csaknem csodával határos jelenség Középeuropa sok számottevő szellemének, egy Ranké-nek, egy Kállay-nak és másoknak csodálatát….  A szerbek csak azért voltak képesek elsőként elérni felszabaditásukat és regenerálni államukat, mert nemzeti egyházuk által egy láthatatlan, de századokon keresztül szüntelenül müködő hajtóerő biztatta őket államuk helyreállitására.”

Südland ezután Oroszországra utal s az alábbi  valóságos profétikus szavakat irja megokolván Oroszországnak szüntelenül ismétlödő kisérletét Konstantinápoly, tehát a bizánci örökség megszerzésére “Miért tette ezt Oroszország, ily ritka állhatatossággal? Azért, hogy szláv nemzetek római birodalmát teremtse meg és hogy ijesztő nagyságához megszerezze Európát is birtokául, Jaj Europának, ha az sikerül neki!”
Az orthodox állam nagyszerü regeneráloképességének okairól irva, az iró megint előveszi a test és lélek kánonilag lefektetett teoriáját. Eszerint az állam és az egyház viszonya akkor normális, ha az orthodox egyház, a lélek a testet az államot birja lakóhelyéül. De vigyázzunk: az  o r t h o d o x  á l l a m o t! A vallási kizárólagosságnak szellemét félreértenök, ha elfogadnánk azt a tételt, hogy az anatoliai egyház valaha is méltónak találná egy katholikus, vagy muzulmán államot az orthodox lélek lakóhelyéül.  Egy heterodox állam időközönként hiányt áthidaló megoldás lehet ugyan, egy ilyen megoldást az anatoliai egyház sohasem fog véglegesnek tekinteni.

A szerző e tételének  bizonyitására  többek között idézi egy szerb tudós Prof. Cvijic müvéből az alábbi sorokat: “A szerbek teljes erejükből és egész lényükkel képviselői az igazi nacionalizmusnak és a saját és délszláv függetlenségre irányuló törekvésnek, ez azonban csak nemzeti alapon lehetséges. Épen ezért semmiféle idegen hatóság nem fog találni loyalis alattvalókra a szerb népben…”

Azonban forditva is áll ez a tétel: a másvallásuak egy orthodox államban tulajdonképen sohasem számitanak teljes értékü polgároknak. Miként byzancban a görög nemzetiséghez, ugyaz orthodox államokban is a teljesjoguság az orthodoxiához van kötve. Ebből a viszonyból a következő következtetést lehet leszürni: Miként az orthodox állam egy nemorthodox polgárát nem ismeri el teljes értékünek, ugzanugz nem tartja az orthodox polgár a nemorthodox államot, melyben esetleg élni kényszerül,  teljesértékü államnak.

Ezért a tényért nem lehet azonban elitélni a más országokban élő orthodoxok millióit, mert ezek egészen ártatlanok e tényállásban s nem is tudnak róla semmit, csupán lelkük tudatalatti részében hordozzák ezt a fatális törvényszerüséget.

Ami az orthodox papságnak az állam politikai életében való részvételét illeti, az a meglepő vonás, hogy az orthodox államokban nem figyelhető meg egy mértéken felüli elhatalmasodása a papságnak az állam hatósági és a politikai tevékenységében, miután normális körülmények között az aktiv politikai tevékenység nem fér össze papi méltósággal. A papság, s főleg a főpapok legtöbbször a háttérben maradnak s inkább arra törekszenek, hogy még egyházi ügyeket is állami szervek vagy pedig magán a népen keresztül intéztessenek el. Ez a tartózkodás azonban csak normális viszonyok között figyelhető meg, s abnormális helyzetben, különösen pedig heterodox államokban az orthodox papság az ellenkező végletbe csap át s erősebb politikai tevékenységet fejt ki mint a katholikus.

Általában azonban elmondható, hogy a katholikus papság a politikai életben nyiltabban szerepel s ez a szerep sokszor vitatható s nem ritkán az állam intencioi ellen irányul. Gyakran katholikus főpapok is aktiv politikusok, amire pl. az orthodoxoknál ugyszolván nincs is precedens. Ez a tény látszólag ellentétben áll azzal az intenziv politikai befolyással, melyet a keleti egyház mindig is játszott. A magyarázat erre az, hogy az orthoodox papság politikai tevékenysége legtöbbször láthatatlan, a kulisszák mögötti közvetitésre és manöverezésre terjed ki – s ami a legfontosabb – a politikai gondolatok terjesztésére s ezáltal a tömegek  befolyásolására. A feltünő politikai felvilágosultság a politikai eszmék gyors terjedése a szerb népnél egy jellemző példája az orthodox papság tevékenységének.

A sok feladat közé, melyet az orthodox egyház az orthodox államra ruházott át tartozik a hitnek a terjesztése is. A görög egyház sohasem foglalkozott erősen a hittéritő tevékenységgel ezt a fáradságos, veszélyes, hálátlan mnkát szivesen átengedte nyugateurópai rajongóknak. Az orthodox egyház azáltal terjeszti hitét, hogy az orthodox egyház által államokat hódittat meg majd a meghóditott államban az államhatalom teljes sulyának igénybevételével igyekszik a hitet terjeszteni. Miután pedig minden vallásnak lényegében van a terjeszkedési vágya, s miután nem terjeszkedni visszafejlődéssel egyértelmü, ugy épen a vallási elem az, mely az orthodox államban állandóan a terjeszkedési politikára ösztönöz.

Az itt felsorolt elemek azok, melyek nem hagyhatók figyelmen kivül a délszláv kérdés tárgyalásánál, s melyeknek fel nem ismerése okozta azután a Monarchia sikertelenségeit a balkáni politikában.

Az orthodox állam “caeteris paribus” politikailag aktivabb, erősebb és életképesebb, mint a katholikus állam.

                                               . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A következő alfejezetben Sünland a bizánci társadalom és az individuum erkölcsi beállitottságát és sajátosságait tárgyalja s bevezetőben megállapitja, hogy Bizánc erkölcsi züllöttsége, mely ellen pedig különösen a kolostorokban megprobáltak küzdeni, bizonyos mértékben máig is fennmaradt Bizánc utodjainál s sajnos ebből a szomoru örökségből a bizánci vallás mai követői is sok mindent magukban hordoznak. Egyetlen nép sem volt képes, mely átvette a bizánci vallást, ettől a bizantinikus méregtől magát teljesen megszabaditani.

A keleti keresztény igazi tulajdonságairól akkor alkothatunk fogalmat, ha őt a katholikussal hasonlitjuk össze. A katholicismus hivőibe egy erkölcsi ambiciót ültet be és az átlaghivő számára kiépitett egy olyan rendszert, mely ezeket immoralitásoktól visszariasztja. Ez a rendszer erősen dolgozik gátlást előidéző elképzelésekkel, a bünről, az örök üdvösség elveszitéséről, pokolról, ördögről stb.  Ha a vallási tudat elég erős, ugy legtöbbször ezek a gátlási tényezők elengedőek ahhoz, hogy a hivőket megvédjék morális eltévelyedésektől.

Ami a keleti keresztényt illeti, figyelembe kell venni, hogy a bizánci állam annakidején minden értékeset és nemeset, amit birtokolt, csillapithatatlan hatalmi szomjának feláldozott. Ez a szellem azután átragadt az egyházra és hivőire is. Az egyes polgár épolyan hatalomravágyová vált, mint az állam. Kiméletlen hatalmi-szomj és személyi előnyöket hajszoló ösztön azonban összeegyezhetetlen az erkölcsösségre való törekvéssel s az elkerülhetetlen  gátlási kpzetekkel, épen azért egyszerüen az utóbbiak, mint zavaró terhek el lettek vetve. A keleti keresztény államának és egyházának nevelése folytán egyszerüen gátlástalanná, s erkölcsi korlátoktól mentessé vált. A keleti keresztények is beszélnek világi dolgok mulandóságáról, bünről, örök bünhődésről, Istennek tetsző életről talán még többet, mint a katholikusok, azonban ezek üres szavak s e szavak nem keltenek fel elképzeléseket a hivők lelkében. Ahol a keleti keresztény felé személyes előny igérkezik, azt kiméletlenül kihasználja a semmiféle erkölcsi kötelesség, vagy gátlási képzet nem tartja attól vissza.

De ez nem elég, - folytatja a szerző, - az enyészetre itélt, haldokló Byzánc rájött arra, hogy a Gonoszság magában is hatalom. Igy lett a gonoszság raffinált módon a hatalom emelésére felasználva. Ez a gátlástalanság vezetett azután azokhoz a jelenségekhez, melyeket Szerbiában, Romániában és Oroszországban lehet tapasztalni.

Ennek az elriasztó képnek is van azonban egy tuloldala, mégpedig jó. Az orthodoxia sokkal erősebb individuumot nevelt, melyre pl. a katholicizmus általában képes. Az orthodox nem bizza magát senkire, s hiányzik nála a másokba vetett bizalom, ami a katholikusban megtalálható… Miután az orthodox nem bizik meg senkiben de ilyet nem is vár senkitől, annál inkább kell magának serényebbnek és intenzivebbnek lennie. Miután irgalmat, kiméletet és belátást nem nyujt, de nem is vár, pontosan tudja, hogy csak erő, hozzáértés, ravaszság és ármány menthetik meg őt, ezeket a tulajdonságokat a lehető legnagyobb mértékben elsajátitja. Miután tevékenységének a hajtórugója a hatalmi vágy, igyekszik azon lenni, hogy ott legyen ahol tekintély, kitüntetés, pénz és egyébb hatalmi eszközök megszerezhetők…

E veszélyes tulajdonságok elleplezésére ezután kialakult az idők folyamán egy tetszetős, csiszolt, társaságbeli érintkezési forma irásban és szóban. A társadalmi érintkezésnek a bizánci keresztényeknél származás és konvencio révén szigoruan előirt formái vannak, melyek ceremónikusnak, körülményesek és időtrablók, s higgatságot, méltóságot kell láttatniok. A beszéd igen kenetteljes, csöpög a meleg részvéttől jókivánságoktól, erkölcsi szóvirágoktól, mindattól tehát, amivel a bizantini nem rendelkezik. Ez a szivélyes forma arra van hivatva, hogy elleplezze a belső lény hiányosságait s a gonoszságból fakadó latens harci készséget.

Mindehhez járul az a mélyreható szolidaritás, mely a bizantinusok között más vallásuakkal szemben tapasztalható, s vallási szertartásaiknak a formája, mely szintén arra hivatott, hogy a közösséget köztük ápolja. A katholikus azért tér be  Isten házába, hogy Istenével zavartalanul érintkezzen s odadő áhitatában vigasztalást és erőt meritsen.  Erre van a templom milieuje is szabva. Egész másként van ez az orthodoxoknál. Ez utóbbi nem képes az egyéni áhitatnak átengedni magát, együtt énekel a többivel, mindenki megcsókolja a keresztet, az istentiszteletnél mindegyik közremüködik. Az ének, a hosszu istentisztelet, a gyakran visszatérő és minden érthető nyelven [azaz nem latinul] elmondott formulák szuggesztiv erővel hatnak az egyesekre, kik vigaszt találnak egy tömegszuggesztióban, egy egészen különleges hangulatban. Mindenki érzi azt az erős köteléket, mellyel  őt egyháza hivőtársaival összeköti. És ez is a főcélja az orthodox istentiszteleteknek: a hivőket az egyházhoz láncolni, bennük a szolidaritás és a tömegerőnek érzését nevelni és ébrentartani. Ezért van meg az orthodoxoknak az a képességük, hogy mint tömeg érvényesüljenek. Magát az istentiszteletet is hatalmi célokra használják fel…

                                            . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

A byzantinizmus és orthodoxia alapeszméje.

A szerző ebben az alfejezetben megvilágitja annak az okát, hogy miért épen a szláv népek váltak az orthodoxia hordozóivá. Hogy ezt megérthessük, figyelembe kell vennünk az előbb elmondottakat. Az ókor legtehetségesebb népe, a görögök tartós politikai sikerekkel nem dicsekedhettek. Mindazon által a már szintén vázolt okokból tulélték a rómaiakat, s a birodalom felosztása után annak keleti részében képesek voltak a hanyatlás állapotában is érvényesülni. Igy került a kezükbe egy kész, nagy birodalom, a világtörténelem igazgatás technikailag legjobban megszervezett államának tradicióival s egy világuralmi eszmével. Azonban mint nép, mely mindenemü államképzésnek alapja, hanyatlóban és teljes feloszlásban voltak. Mint bizonyos halálos betegségeknél az utolsó stádiumban az élnivágyás féktelenül fellángol, ugyanugy keritette hatalmába a görögöket is az elmulás küszöbén az emésztő vágy nagyság, uralkodás és hatalom után. Az ehhez szükséges erővel azonban már nem rendelkeztek.

Igy vetett szemet ezután Bizánc a népi erőben gazdag szlávságra s hogy manapság az egész szláv világ háromnegyed része orthodox hitü az nem véletlen müve, hanem igen mély okozati összefügés van e tünemény mögött.

Véletlen müve csupán egyes szláv törzseknek bizánccal való szomszédsága volt. Oroszország azonban nem volt közvetlen szomszéd  s voltak olyan más népek, akik jóllehet Bizánc töszomszédságában voltak, mint pl. a horvátok és magyarok, mégsem tértek át az orthodox hitre. Mi volt a döntő tényező e kérdésben, kérdi Südland, s meg is adja rá a feleletet.

Szerinte a szlávság többsége eredetileg politikailag alacsonyabb rendünek tekintette magát, aminek az oka egyrészt az, hogy a szláv lélekben az érzésvilág az uralkodó és elnyomja a gondolatvilágot, másrészt pedig mint tulnyomó részben földmüveléssel foglalkozó röghöz kötött faj, fontosabbnak tartotta a föld birtoklását mindennemü politikánál. Nem lehet azt mondani, hogy a szlávság nem szerette a szabadságot, azonban ennél is többre becsülte a földet. A szlávok politikai fejletlensége azután közösségi életükre igen kedvezőtlenül hatott ki, állandó volt az elégedetlenség köztük s segitség, rend után vágytak.

Ez a beállitottságuk azután kapóra jött a nagy csábitónak: az orthodox egyháznak, mely feladatának tartotta, hogy megadja a görög népnek azt ami hatalmi fejlődéséhez s annak megtartásához elengedhetetlennek látszott. És az orthodoxia igy beszélt a szlávokhoz: Hódoljatok nekem és nektek adom a világ uralmát. Nézzétek, nem kell hogy erősek, harciasak, sem pedig hogy tanultak, vagy erényesek legyetek és mégis megkaphatjátok tőlem a világi hatalmat, hacsak velem tartatok. 

És a szlávság legnagyobb része megkötöte az  alkut: eladták árja-szláv lelküket politikai hatalomért.

A bizonyiték arra, hogy ez igy történt, épen annak a két szláv népnek az esete, melynek elutasitották az orthodoxiára való áttérést. A horvátokról és lengyelekről van szó, a két legtipikusabb szláv rendi államról, mely elég erős volt arra, hogy nemesi osztályt teremtsen magának s e nemesi osztályok azután képesek voltak annak a belső politikai rendnek a megalkotására, melynek a többi szláv népek hijjával voltak s ezért áldozatul estek az orthodoxia kisértésének.

A bizantikus gyülölet.

Minden vallás lényegében van az, hogy saját magát tekinti egyedül üdvözitőnek s épen ezért többé kevésbbé intoleráns és ellenszenvet mutat a többi vallások iránt. A világtörténelemben eddig alig volt olyan vallás, mely intenzivebb gyülöletet hirdetett volna a többi vallás ellen, mint az izlám, ennek ellenére az ozmán birodalomban a máshitüek élete lehetővé volt téve s azok az államberendezéséhez tartoztak.

A katolicizmus, mely univerzálizmusra törekszik, szintén nem lehet türelmes más vallásokkal szemben, ezt megmutatták a középkor egyes eseményei, fel kell azonban hogy tünjék, hogy ebben az intoleranciában a klérus egyedül volt aktiv, mig a katholikus hivők hajlanak arra, hogy a más vallásuakkal ne sokat törödjenek. A vallási türelmet hirdető modern állam megalakulása óta a katolikus hivő azután másvallásuak számára a legkellemesebb szomszéd és polgártárs. 

Egész más a helyzet az orthodoxiánál. Az orthodox hivő gyülöli orthodox mivoltánál fogva a máshitüeket. Máshitüekkel való együttélés számára kinos és elviselhetetlen. Épen ezért instinktive arra törekszik, hogy távoltartsa magától őket. Ahol a történelmi fejlődés arra készteti őket, hogy keverten lakjanak máshitüekkel, az orthodoxok külön negyedek létesitésével elkülönitik magukat a többi vallásoktól. (Szerb negyed Boszniában). Jaj annak a máshitünek aki bekerül egy ilyen orthodox negyedbe: az emberi gonoszság választékos eszközeivel kiüzik onnan.

A szerző azután egy egész sereg történelmi példát hoz fel e tétel bizonyitására s idézi többek között egy francia, Viconte de la Jonquiere megjegyzését is: “Si par impossible l’empire de Bzyance renaisseit on assisterait bientot a une persécution religieuse contre les non-orthodoxes qui dépasserait de bien loin toutes les horreurs des guerres de réligion du seizieme siecle…” (l88l!).

Sokan ismerik a szerbek ellenszenvét másvallásuakkal való együttélés gondolatával szemben. Különösen Boszniában figyelhető meg ez a tünet, ahol a szerbek minden lehető eszközzel igyekeztek kiturni, földjeikből kiforgatni a környékükön élő muzulmánokat és katholikusokat. Südland  erre vonatkozólag is egész sereg történelmi példát idéz s okául az egységes hitő orthodox állam ideálját hozza fel, mely ideál tudat alatt is benne él minden orthodox lelkében s melyet elérni törekszik. Különösen intenziv ez a gyülölet, miként azt a legtöbb neves történetiró megállapitja (Pichler, Finlay Gfrörer, Helfert, Fallmerayer stb.) a katholicizmus és a katolikusok ellen. Ez a gyülölet azonban nemcsak a szerb, hanem a román orthodoxokban is él.

“Az orthodoxia a gyülöletet konzerválta, mélyen beplántálta hivői lelkébe, hogy alkalmas pillanatban  azután azt a hatalomért valő küzdelemben fegyverként bevethesse máshitüek ellen.

“Ha ennek az elkeseredett, nyakas, ezeréves küzdelemnek, melyet az orthodoxia maga mögött tud, eredményeit meg akarjuk itélni, azt kell mondanunk: az orthodoxia csaknem tökéletes sikert mutathat fel. Erős, szivós, csaknem megrendithetetlen államokat formált: az önzésre és a mások megsemmisitésére előkészitett individuumokat teremtett. Fő ellenségei az izlám és a katholicizmus. E nagy konfliktusoktól eltekintve azonban az orthodoxia nagyszerü vallás-nemzeti állami gépezete egyre további és további hóditó hadjáratokat készit elő. Csöndben, láthatatlanul és annélkül, hogy hallani lehetne, hatolnak be az orthodoxia hullámai az összes eresztékeken, l463-ig Boszniában ugyszolván alig volt orthodox, ma már a lakosság 43 %-át teszik ki. 1500ig Horvátországban nem voltak orthodoxok, ma már a lakosság 24 %-át teszik ki. Ugyanigy Dalmáciában, ahol l4 % orthodox van már.

Südland megemliti azután az erdélyi helyzetet, ahol a románok feltartozhatatlanul nyomulnak előre ugy hogy a különben energikus magyarok velük szembe nem tudnak eredményeket felmutatni, legfeljebb politikailag. Etnikailag és vallásilag a románok azonban feljövőben vannak ugy a magyarokkal, mint a szászokkal szemben. A szerző azután Fallmereyer szavait idézi: “…A római egyház a bizánci birodalmakban nem csak hogy nem halad előre, hanem nyilvánvalóan tért veszit, akármit mondanak, jelentenek, vagy irnak, e tény megcáfolására.”

A mérleg a legszomorubb volt e tekintetben Bosznia-Hercegovinában, ahol az orthodoxia még azokon a helyeken is,  ahol a katholicizmus számbelileg erős volt, ez utóbbinak befolyását politikai téren csaknem teljesen kiszoritotta:  - a Monarchiában azonban nem voltak képesek ennek jelentőségét felmérni.

Mit törödik azzal a világ – kiált fel keserüen Südland -, hogy ugy az erős orthodox állam, mint az erős orthodox individuum megváltozhatatlanul és minden időkre morális és kulturális szempontból alacsonyabb rendüek… A világot nem érdekli sokat a moral. Kulturát szeretne ugyan amennyiben az nem kerül sokba, azonban mindent megelőz a hatalom. És ebben keresendők az orthodoxia eddigi és jövőbeni sikerei. Bizánc tudatában van ennek a hatalomvágynak és épenoly ügyesen mint kiméletlenül kihasználja a konjukturát, államokat és embereket egyaránt… Nem hiába irta Fallmereyer már l851-ben: Az anatoliai elv évről-évre sötétebb árnyékot vet Nyugatra és a szálak – mindnyájan érezzük – ki vannak feszitve már, hogy Európában uj rendet teremtsenek…”

A BIZÁNCI VESZÉLY.

Südland előljáróban megjegyzi, hogy bár az eddigi eszmefuttatások nem szoritkoztak a tulajdonképen tárgyalni kivánt délszláv kérdésre, mindazonáltal szükség volt, hogy egy nagyobb távolságból vizsgálja a kérdést, mert a délszláv kérdés tulajdonképen egy frontszakasza anna az  óriási küzdelemnek, mely a Balti tengertől Dalmáciai déli csücskéig állandóan folyik. Lehetetlen az egyik frontszakaszon folyó küzdelmet tárgyalmi s a jövő kilátásait felbecsülni anélkül, hogy ne tartanánk szemmel az egész frontot.

Kétségtelen, ezen az óriási fronton folyó harcoknak faji, nemzetiségi, politikai, szociális és gazdasági jellegük is van, mégis a legerősebb és legrégibb motivum a vallási kérdés. Jó példa erre Románia esete, amely gazdasági és politikai okokból meg kellett volna maradjon a Központi Hatalmak oldalán, mert tudhatta, hogy Oroszország részéről fenyegeti a legnagyobb veszély. Mégis kezdettől fogva rokonszenvével a tuloldalon volt s csak az alkalmas pillanatra várt, hogy hátbatámadja a Monarchiát. A nép nagy tömegének vallási beállitottsága volt az, mely Romániát feltartoztathatatlanul arra az oldalra vonzotta, amelyiken Byzánc állott. Senki sem fogja megérteni Kelet- és Délkelet-Európa történelmét, sem pedig nem lesz képes  betekintést nyerni a jovő alakulására, aki nem tanulja meg felbecsülni a szövetséges orthodox bizánci állam és hitfelfogás iszonyu hatalmát.

A fejezet utolsó részében Südland látnoki erővel utal arra a veszélyre, mely Oroszország felöl fenyegeti a világot, s mely nem a pánszlávizmus, hanem a pánorosz eszme jegyében fog rohamra indulni, hogy bizantinikus állameszméjével fenyegesse Európa jövőjét. Az érdekében áll, hogy a kis Balkán-államok minél jobban kiterjedjenek, hiszen a végén ugyis Oroszország ölébe fognak hullani.

VI. MI A DÉLSZLÁV KÉRDÉS MAGJA?

(297-401 old.)

A  PÁNSZERBIZMUS FOGALMA.

Az elöző fejezetbéen tárgyalt történelmi és vallástörténelmi fejlődés kielemzése szükséges volt ahhoz, hogy az olvasó nagy vonalakban fogalmat alkothasson a délszláv kérdés igazi magjáról. 

Südland szerint “A délszláv kérdés legbensőbb magva az, hogy a bizantinikus állami és vallási felfogás az egész Balkánt, Bizánc régi területét birtokába akarja venni. A Balkánon csak bizánci hivőknek és azon nemzeteknek van létjogosultságuk, melyek bizánci hitüek. Az összes többieket, erőszakkal vagy ármánnyal, gyökerüktől meg kell fosztani.”

Oroszország balkáni politikája, ott vezetett összes háborui is tulajdonképen azt célozták, hogy a katholikus és izlám befolyást a Balkánon kiküszöbölhesse s azt teljesen az orthodoxia területévé tegye. Akkor már csak egy darabot kell Kisázsiából meghóditani és a bizánci birodalom ujjá fog születni, megnagyobbodva a világ legnagyobb területü országával és a világ legerősebb katonai hatalmával, az orosszal. Ami a Balkánon lévő kisorthodox államokat illeti, azok sorsa ugyis meg lesz pecsételve, mert saját romlásuk felé ugy fognak az oroszok karjaiba rohanni, mint a molylepkék a fény felé. “Ezután 

 következik a római világbirodalmi gondolat megvalósitása és mindazon területek, amelyek egykor a régi római Imperiumhoz tartoztak, Itália, Spanyolország, Franciaország, Nagybritánnia, Előázsia és Északafrika fognak meghódittatni végül pedig a világ fennmaradó része, természetesen ha kifutja az erőből…”

Az iró azután az u.n. “nagy szerb gondolat” téves értelmezésére hivja fel a figyelmet, amelyet általában ugy tekintenek, mint egy természeti törvényt, egy nemzet érthető törekvését területének megnagyobbitására s ezt nem is igen  veszik rossznéven. Ha van – legalább elméletben – egy Nagy-Horvátország, egy Nagy-Bulgária, miért ne legyen egy Nagy-Szerbia is.

A szerbeknél viszont más a helyzet: miután ugyanis lényegüknél fogva a szerbek nem képesek határt szabni fejlődésüknek, sokkal helyesebb a nagyszerb gondolat helyett pánszerbizmusról beszélni. A délszláv kérdés magjához tartozik az, hogy a szerbség a bulgárok és a horvátok fölé akar kerekedni, hogy a Balkán főhatalma lehessen, hogy azután a népeket megsemmisitse és felszivja, ennek megtörténte után az egész szláv Balkánt meghóditsa és elszerbesitése. E tétel bizonyitása a következő fejezetekben történik meg.

SZERB ÁLLAMI ÉS EGYHÁZI TRADICIÓK.

               A pánszerbizmus első alapjául a szerb települési területek Balkán-félszigeti központi fekvése szolgál.

                A második momentum az a nemzeti nagyság, melyet a szerbség a Nemanjidok dinasztiája idején elért s melyre való emlékezés századok óta kitörölhetetlenül él a szerbek képzeletében. Ez a nagyság, ha igen rövid időre is Nagy Dusán alatt érte el tetőpontját, aki felvette a bizánci császári cimet, igyekezett Bizáncot hatalmába keriteni s a bizantikus államot teljes tradicióival átvenni és egy szerb-görög birodalmat alapitani. A szerbek jóléte, biztonsága, a kereskedelem virágzása, az egyház fénye és pompája sohasem volt olyan magas fokon, mint akkor s érthető, hogy mindez hihetetlen módon meg fogta a szerbek lelkét, a  legmélyebb nyomot azonban mégis Nagy Dusán bátor kisérletére Bizánc hatalmának és  világuralmi eszmélyének átvételére való emlékezés hagyta.

                 Ami csodálni való az, hogy ez a tradició mindmáig oly élénken él a szerbség lelkében, jóllehet egy egészen rövid ragyogási periodusról volt szó, amelyet más nemzetek is átéltek már, s mégsem itatódott oly tartósan az utódokba (lásd pl. Nagy Lajos korát a magyaroknál) mint ez a szerbeknél történt. E tradiciónak a fenntartása és az egykori idők utáni vágyakozás ébreszgetése a szerb orthodox egyház müve, melynek a történelem során sohasem volt olyan jó dolga, mint épen Nagy Dusán és általában a Nemanjiden dinasztia idejében. Ezt az egyház, a lélek, sohasem felejtette el a testnek, az államnak. A gyakorlati eredménye ennek a hálás emlékezésnek az, hogy épen ugy mint az egyház örök, immár a szerb állami tradiciók és maga az állam is halhatatlanná vált. Mindaddig, mig csak egy szerb orthodox egyház létezik, igyekezni fog minden rendelkezésére álló eszközzel a szerb állam nagyságának visszaállitásán fáradozni, hogy a kánoni viszonyt az egyház és állam a lélek és test között helyreállitsa. E cél elérésére volt szükséges, hogy az orthodox egyház a szerbek lelkében ébrentartsa a politikai és állami tradiciókat mindmáig.

                  Még egyet nem szabad elfelejteni: A szerb orthodox egyház a görög orthodox egyház után a legrégibb bizánci hitü állami egyház, sokkal előbb született meg, mint az orosz egyház, mely a bizánci örökséghez csak l472-ben jutott házasság révén. Épen ezért meg kell állapitani, hogy a szerbek ugy egyházi, mint állami téren régebbi és erősebb jogcimmel birnak Bizánc örökségének átvételére, mint Oroszország. Kétségtelen tehát, hogy a bizánci állami és egyházi tradiciók Szerbiára ép ugy átruházodtak, mint Oroszországra, e tradiciók szelleme pedig előirja az egész balkáni félsziget igénylését, a környező államokkal együtt, miként azokat a római birodalom birtokolta.

                  A bizánci egyházi és állameszmével a szerb állam azonban következetes módon átvette a vezető bizánci gondolatot: az egy állam, egy világi és papi fejedelem, egy vallás ideálját. Ebből következik, hogy Szerbia – épen ugy mint más orthodox államok – fel szeretné falni az összes többi orthodox államot. Sajátságos tulajdonsága ugyanis az orthodox államoknak, hogy minden irányban való gyors terjeszkedésre törekszenek s ha más orthodox államba ütköznek, azt lehetőleg igyekesznek gyorsan felszivni s vele egyesülni (vajjon a titoizmus nem-e ilyen felszivás ellen való védekezés egyik formája? A szerk.)A történelemben megfigyelhető szakadatlan balkáni villongások szerbek-bulgárok-görögök-macedonok között szintén e jelensségre vezethető vissza. Ezen egybeolvadás faji nehézségeit a görögök pl. “Görög az aki görög valláson van” formulával igyekeztek áthidalni.

                 Ezekben az egymást felszivni kivánó törekvésekben megnyilvánul nemcsak az orthodox egyházi gondolat katholikusok számára szinte megfoghatatlan hatalma, hanem az időröl tudomást nem vevő határtalanság és minden realitástól való elrugaszkodás, ami ennélfogva a pánszerbizmusnak is egyik alkatrésze.

A SZERB-ORTHODOX EGYHÁZ MINT NEMZETPOLITIKAI TÉNYEZŐ.

                 A szerbség, mely mint zárt etnikai tényező tulajdonképen csak a l9. században lép fel, népi állományának megerősödését is nagymértékben egyházának köszönheti, mely azzal az elvvel, hogy “szerb az, aki szerb-orthodox vallásu” a környezetében élő többi népfajokat, elsősorban a primitiv nomád életet élő Balkánrománok nagyrészét elszerbesitette. Ilyen automatikus szerbesités által dolgozik a nemzeti szerb egyház a szerb népi állomány és ez által a szerb befolyás és hatalom növelésén. A horvátok, mint legjobban érdekelt fél, hamar észrevették az orthodoxiának ezt a terjeszkedési erejét s erről ugy a horvát, mint a közös magyar-horvát országgyülésen gyakran panaszkodtak…

                 A terjeszkedés egyik el nem hanyagolható formája a vegyes házasodás melyből származó utódok, a szerbek hihetetlen asszimilációs ereje következtében csaknem kizárólag szerbekké válnak: a szerbek tudatosan támogatják és szivesen nézik tehát a vegyes házasságok létrejöttét. Ugyancsak figyelembe kell venni, hogy ellentétben a katholikus házaságokkal, az orthodox házasságok felbonthatók. Ez a körülmény különösen a modern időkben vált fontossá, midőn a válások gyakoribbá váltak s egy katholikus elvált nő vagy férfi, ha ujra egyházi házasságot akar kötni, csak át kell térnie az orthodox hitre s ez azonnal lehetővé válik. A Balkánon igen sokan használják fel ezt a kibuvót s ennek eredménye a csaknem biztos elszerbesedés mert hiszen, “aki szerb hiten van az szerbnek számit.” Az asszimilációs tényező a mindenkori szerb politikai terveknek állandó alkotó ereje.

A PEC-I  PATRIARCHATUS.

                A mai nagyszerb, helyesebben mondva pánszerb gondolat kialakulásában igen nagy szerepe volt az ipeki (Pec) patriarchatus felállitásának a török uralom idejében. Ez egy kopromisszum eredménye volt a szerb othodox egyház és az ozmán birodalom között: az előbbi elismerte az utóbbit s ennek fejébe engedélyt kapott az ipeki patriarchátus ujból való felállitására. A patriarchátus jogköre kiterjedt az összes törökök által meghóditott országokra, ahol szerbek laktak, tehát nemcsak szerb területeket, hanem Boszniát, Hercegovinát, Dalmáciát, Szlavoniát, valamint Horvátország és Magyarország egy részét is magában foglalta: - ez utóbbiból Dél- és Középmagyarországot egészen Budapestig. A paktum nem kis mértékben az akkori szerb származásu nagyvezér Sokolovic jóindulatának volt köszönhető s tulajdonképen államot teremtett az államban. A szerb állam megszünt ugyan létezni, szerepét azonban átvette az ipeki patriarchátus, mely gondoskodott arról, hogy a fennhatósága alatt tovább éljenek a régi tradiciók. Mint Stano Stanojevic szerb történetiró irja: A szerbek elkezdték akkoriban érezni hogy valami létezik ami őket egy nagy egységgé köti össze, ez az érzés azután később tudatossá kellett váljon az egész népben. Azonban a nagy közösség érzete is, bár még csak ösztönösen, helyenként és időnként vigasztalást és reményt nyujtott a népnek egy szebb jövőre. Miután a Sokolovicot követő nagyvezirek is ennek rokonai voltak s a szerbekkel rokonszenveztek, az ipeki patriarchátus nyugodtan és tervszerüséggel épithette ki pozicióit az egész alája tartozó területen. Főcélját ujabb és ujabb kolostorok létesitése képezte, mert a tapasztalat azt mutatta, hogy a kolostorok környékén az orthodoxia különösen erős gyökeret tudott verni. Ebben az időben kezdődött különösen Boszniában a katholicizmus visszaszoritása, a patriarchátusnak azonban gondja volt arra, hogy minden irányban igyekezzék kitolni az orthodoxia határait, igy Bulgária és Dalmácia felé is, hiszen a neve is: “Minden szerbek, bulgárok és a parti országok patriarchátusa” volt. Az egész organizáció Szent Száva szellemében dolgozott és célja a szerb orthodoxia és ezen felül a szerb népnek felemelése és megerősitése volt. Emellett azonban – irja Südland – az egyháznak nemcsak tisztára vallási és eszmei, hanem anyagi célok is lebegtek szeme előtt. Fel kellett tünjék, hogy a patriarchátus az első rohamra öt uj püspökséget alapitott Magyarországon és egyet Szlavoniában (Buda, Pécs, Szeged, Arad, Temesvár, Versec valamint Oranovica voltak a székhelyei e kolostoroknak). Az ember láthatja ebből a zseniális gondolatot, amely a termékeny és gazdag Délmagyarországot és Szlavoniát kivánta a szerb egyház és a szerb nemzet számára megszerezni – jegyzi meg Südland.

Mindezekre gondosan ügyelnünk kell, folytatja a szerző, ha ennek az egyszer már megalkotott egyház-nemzeti egyesitési tervnek az egész Balkánra való következményeit és hatásait fel akarjuk mérni. Nem szabad azonban a vallásos egyházi életnek egy másik axiomáját sem szem elől tévesztenünk: egy egyház virtuálisan sohasem ad fel többé olyan birtokot, vagy előnyt, amelyet valaha már élvezett. Meghajlik az erőszak előtt, de jogcimét sohasem adja fel. Ebben a pontban egyébként nincs különbség az egymástól egyébként annyira különböző pápaság és az orthodox egyház között. Ez a törvény uralja a szerb  orthodox eszme további fejlődését is.

Nem sokkal a patriarchátus felállitása után az ozmán birodalom csillaga halványodni kezdett. Egy olyan finom politikai érzékkel rendelkező organizáció, mint az anatoliai egyház, megszimatolta az összeomlást. A patriarchatus egész csodaszép épülete, a zsiros püspöki székhelyek Magyarországon, a katholikusok szorongattatásának és megvámolásának lehetősége veszélyeztetetté vált. Mialatt Törökország sülyedt Ausztria emelkedett. A patriarchátus okosnak vélte, hogy közeledjék az utóbbihoz. Nem kétséges, hogy arra törekedett, hogy a patriarchatus egész területét átjátssza osztrák kezekbe. A terv azonban nem sikerült, s midön a törökök rájöttek a kettős játékra, Arsanios Cernojevic akkori patriarchának menekülnie kellett. 1690-ben 36.000 szerb családdal egyetemben átköltözött Syrmiába és Délmagyarországba. Ez nem jelentett sem többet, sem kevesebbet, minthogy a szerb orthodox egyházállam hordozőival együtt ide tette át székhelyét, átmentve az öt jellemző állami tradiciókat, állami öntudatot, uralomvágyat, a hivei felett való abszolut befolyással együtt. Egyelőre ugyan provizorikusan, a provizoriumból azonban az idők folyamán definitivum vált, aminek a következményei nem is maradtak el. Arsoniussal egyidőben ugyanis 30.000 harcos is érkezett a területekre Georg Barankovic vajda vezérletéből, s nem sokkal később a bevándorolt rácok magukat egy “állami egész"- nek hirdetve külön területet követeltek maguknak, az ugynevezett Vajdaságot. Ettől kezdve a Monarchia hatóságainak állandő harcokat kellett egyrészt a patriarchátussal, másrészt a “nemzeti kaszt” szerepét játszó rácokkal vivni, mert mindkettő “statum in statu” igyekezett válni.

150 évvel később, 1849-ben azután, habár a Monarchia kebelében kifejlődve szerb államot találhatunk az u.n. szerb Voivodina, Südland szerint “Voivodina” keletkezése nem véletlen következménye, hanem természetes megnyilatkozása az Arsenij vezetésével Szerbiából idemenekült nemzeti egyházban megtestesült államképző erőnek.

Ez a szerb-orthodox egyház Ausztria-Magyarországban nemcsak fenn tudta magát tartani, hanem pozicioit is képes volt erősiteni. Magyarország leggazdagabb vidékeire, a Monarchia rendezett viszonyai közé csöppent szerbség egyházával együtt jómódhoz és gazdagsághoz jutott a kulturális fejlődése rohamos fejlődésnek indult. Erre vezethető vissza, hogy épen a Dél-Magyarországi szerbeknél indult meg a délszlávok legujabb történetének feldolgozása. Itt született Popa Jovan Raic, aki Oroszországban és Athoson végzett teologiai tanulmányai után visszatért Karloczára. Életének főmüve a 2000 oldalra terjedő mü “különböző szláv népek, névszerint bulgárok, horvátok és szerbek története”, mely később a nyugati történelemirásának is főforrásává vált s természetesen szerb érdekeknek megfelelő beállitást eredményezett, főleg Pejacclvich, Engel és Gebhard nyomán, s ezzel utat készitett jövendő hóditásokra.

Az egyházi alapon született hóditó eszme, a mai pánszerbizmus fontos komponensévé vált.

                                                     . . . . . . . . . . . .

E bizantinus jellegü pánszerbizmusnak tudományos megalapitói, érdekes módon, két szlovák volt: Jan Kollár költő és Josef Schaferik nyelvtudós. Mindketten korán szerb-orthodox befolyása alá kerültek, ez utóbbi az ujvidéki szerb-orthodox gimnázium tanára lett, s mint Südland irja, az évtizedes szoros érintkezés folyamán szerb popák és szerzetesek hatására Schafarik elfogadta azt az elméletet, hogy az ipeki patriarchátus fennhatósága alá tartozott területeket szerb nemzeti területeknek nyilvánitsa szerbekként jelentve ki a bulgárokat és horvátokat. A bulgárokra vonatkozó elméletet később bizonyos mértékben revidiálta, tény azonban az, hogy Safarik teoriája, melyet ez nyelvtudományi alapon dolgozott ki, alapvető hatással volt a szerb imperializmus további kifejlődésére, annak ellenére, hogy e teoria hamis volt.

Südland ezután hosszu oldalakon sorol fel különböző szerb irásbeli megnyilatkozásokat annak bizonyitására, hogy a szerbeket mennyire áthatotta a mult század olyamán a pánszerbizmus ideája.

Megemliti az ismert szerb történészt, Vuk Karadschitsch-ot, aki 1849-ben egy irásmüvet adott ki Bécsben “Ein Koffer voll Geschichte, Sprachkunde und Volkssitten der Serben aller drei Konfessionen” cimmel. Már a cim is elárulja, hogy Safarik nyomdokain haladva az iró a katholikus és mozlim vallásu horvátokat is egyszerüen katholikus illetve mohamedán szerbeknek nevezi s jellemző módon könyvének első fejezete “Mindenütt szerbek, valamennyien” cimet viseli. Ebben áll: “Csak azoknak a szerbeknek esik nehezükre magukat szerbeknek nevezni, akik katholikus valláson vannak, azonban ezek is kell hogy lassankint hozzászokjanak ehhez, mert ha nem akarnak szerbek lenni, akkor egyáltalában nincs nemzeti elnevezésük.

1872-ben “Adalékok a szerbek történelméhez” cimmel egy irásmü jelent meg M.S.Milejewitsch-töl, ahol többek között az alábbi mondatok találhatók: “A szerb törzsek első áttelepedését és megmozdulását a kinaiak okozták, amelyekkel a szerbek 3000-4000 éven át szakadatlanul harcoltak… Szibérián vándoroltak azután keresztül és végül elérkeztek arra a szerb háromszögbe, melyet ezidő szerint most Balkánfélszigetnek neveznek. Egész Ázsiának egykori betelepitése a szerbek által azt jelenti, hogy a szerbek ott egykor, mint független és uralkodó nép éltek..”

Egy másik szerb “történész”, egy egykori ujságiró, Sima Lukin 1894-ben Zágrábban kiadott egy könyvet “A szlávok a multban” cimmel. Ebben teljes komolysággal ezt állitja- ”Nincs a földgolyón még egy második olyan nép, amelyről azt mondhatnánk: él manapság egy szerb nép, mely e név alatt most kicsiny csupán, azonban több mint 5000 éves mult van a háta mögött… “mint a planéta legnagyobb népe…mely a babyloniai tornyot épitette…”, “egy nép, melynek igazában az egész világ alárendelt kellene legyen…” A nép melyből maga Krisztus született stb. Südland megjegyzi, hogy a legjellemzőbb az, hogy ennek a könyvnek annakidején bombasikere volt s a legrövidebb időn belül 6000 példányban fogyott el…

A karlóczai szerb-orthodox pap, Nikola Begovitsch “ A szerb egyház története” cimmel a következőket irta a többek között: Tisztában vagyok azzal, hogy a szerbek a krisztusi tanokat közvetlenül András és Pál apostolok szájából vették…” majd később “maga Olfiles evangeliuma is egy szerb evengelium”.

Az a beteges hatalmi vágy, nagyzási mánia és terjeszkedési hajlam, mely ezen irásokból kitünik, természetesen nem mindig jelentkezik ilyen kiütköző és ostoba formában, - de tény az, mint Südland mondja – hogy a szerbek cselekedeteit, gondolkodását a fenti tényezők irányitják.

                                                . . . . . . . . . . .

“A pánszerbizmus, mint a szerb állam politikai vezető eszméje” c. alfejezetben Südland utal arra a gyorsaságra, mellyel a pánszerb eszme, az előbb idézett irók, s különösen Raic-Safarik és Vuk Kardazic nyomán a szerb nép körében elterjedt. A szerző előljáróban idézi az ismert szerb történész St. Stanojevich fejtegetéseit, melyekből a következő megállapitásokat szüri le:

1. A pánszerb mozgalom Délmagyarországban született, ahol a pec-i patriarchatus tradicióit az idemenekült görög-orthodox klérus átmentette és ápolta.

2. A pánszerbizmus tartalmilag a Karadzic Vuk féle eszmék alapján célul tüzte ki a szerbség egyesitését.

3. A Karadzic értelmezésü pánszláv eszmét l860-ban vette fel hivatalos állami politikájában az akkori fejedelem, Milos, aki a belső bajokról akarta a nép figyelmét elterelni azáltal, hogy azt külső célokra irányitotta.

E politikának megfelelően minden oldal felé megélénkült a szerb agitáció s elsőssorban Bosznia-Hercegovinában, de Bulgáriában, Dalmáciában, valamint a Monarchia területén is. Mindezekre vonatkozólag hosszu oldalakon keresztül sorol fel bizonyitékokat Südland a helytelen Seton Watson féle felfogás cáfolatául, aki azt állitotta, hogy a pánszerb mozgalom csak a Karagyorgyevicsok agyában fogant meg.

Sünland többek között megemlit egy szerb iskolakönyvet, mely 1890ben már harmadik kiadásában jelent meg “A szerb világ szóban és képben” cimmel s ahol mint szerb országok a következők szerepeltek: 1. Szerb királyság. 2. Ószerbia. 3. Macedonia. 4. Montenegró. 5. Bosznia és Hercegovina. 6. Dalmácia. 7. Istria. 8. Horvátország. 9. Szlavonia. 10. Smyrna. 11. Bácska. 12. Bánát. 13. Bulgár uralom alatt lévő Szerbia (Nyugatbulgária).

                                                                  . . . . . . . . . . . .

               A nagyszerb illetve pánszerb gondolat természetesen a horvátok részéről is reakciót váltott ki, s Dr. Anton Starcevic horvát politikus volt az, aki annak ellensulyozására megalkotta a Nagy-Horvátország eszméjét az “ortodox horvátok” fogalmát. Ezzel sikerült megállitani  a jugoszlávizmus előretörését, sőt orthodox elemeket is kezdett magához vonzani. A hóditani vágyó nemzet-egyházi szerbség veszélyeztetve látta céljait, azaz Horvátország, Szlavonia és Dalmácia meghóditását, sőt a berlini kongresszuson várakozás ellenére  Bosznia-Hercegovinát sem csatolták Szerbiához, hanem a Monarchiához.

               A Safarik-Karadzik nyomában előretörő pánszerb eszme mindaddig mig az a már ismertetett fantasztikus és korlátlan formában nyert kifejezést, különben sem lehetett veszélyes és komolyanveendő. Azonban Szerbia időközben megerősödött a függetlenségéért vivott harcban és egy olyan politikai generáció nevelődött fel, amely belátta Szibéria és Krisztus szerbizálásának esztelenségét. A nép gyakorlati érzéke konkrétabb célokat követelt, mely részben kielégithette hatalmi mániáját, másrészt számotvetett némileg a reális lehetőségekkel. Az egész Balkán meghóditása mellett igy egy közelebbi célt kellett megállapitani. Igy született meg l899-ben 15 évvel a szerbekre nézve balul kiütött bulgár-szerb háboru után egy könyv, mely hivatva volt a pánszerb eszmének uj értelmet adni s a későbbi szerb politikát döntően befolyásolni.

              Miroslav J. S p a l a j k o v i c “La Bosnie et l’Hercegovine” cimü, Párizsban kitüntetett müvéről van szó. E könyvnek jelentőségét, jegyzi meg Südland, a Monarchiában nem becsülték fel oly mértékben, ahogy kellett volna s ez igen sok bajnak lett a forrása azután.

               Spalajkovic könyvének tartalmát, fő eszméit és tendenciáját az alábbiakban lehet összefoglalni.

1. A boszniai kérdés nem helyi jellegü csupán, hanem annak megoldása Európa összes hatalmait kell, hogy érdekelje, miután az a keleti kérdés egyik fontos részét képezi. “Franciaország egy következményeiben sulyos hibát követne el, ha felhagyna a Bismarck és Andrássy erőszakos politikája által sulytott szerb nép sorsa iránti érdeklődésével”.

2. Bosznia és Hercegovina szerb országok, nemzetiség és faj szerint egységesek, s bár vallásilag meg vannak osztva, mindhárom vallás követői szerbek. A horvátokról nem tesz emlitést, ezzel szemben kijelenti, hogy a “szerb fajta legszebb része éppen Bosznia-Hercegovinában található meg, éppen ezért Szerbia és Montenegró számára  az egyetlen életraison (unique raison d’etre), hogy ezen országokat megszerezze azonban egy ilyen Nagy-Szerbia megalakulásának Ausztria balkáni aspiraciói állanak utjában.

3. Nagy-Szerbia gondolatát rokonszenves szinben állitja be és igyekszik megkedveltetni a nyugateurópai publikummal, miközben azt állitja, hogy Ausztria-Magyarország a szerb nép megsemmisitésére törekszik. Maga a “tulnyomorészben orthodox vallásu (!) boszniai és hercegovinai nép sem akar osztrák uralom alatt élni, hanem a szerbekkel való egyesülésről álmodik. Mint jellemző bizantinikus történelemhamisitást idézi Südland a következő mondatot: “az orthodox vallás a legrégibb Bosznia és Hercegovinában, mert ez képezi a keresztény hitnek és civilizációnak első megalapitását ezen országokban”.

4. Bosznia és Hercegovinának a berlini kongresszuson Ausztria-Magyarországnak történt odaitélése sulyos jogtalanság, csak egoista hatalmi törekvéseknek provizorumként tekinthető eredménye. A Monarchiának csupán mandátum jellegü megbizása van e területeken, a rend fenntartása céljából, tehát ezen országokat nem annektálhatja.

5. (Hiányzik.)

6. A Monarchia egész törekvése odairányul, hogy mint a német Drang nach Osten pionirja, ezt a jogállását Bosznia és Hercegovina aránnyal és erőszakkal tullépje és előkészitse Kelet meghóditását. A szerbeket engesztelhetetlenül gyülöli s egyházi és iskolaügyi rendelkezésekkel igyekszik megfojtani.

7. Jogilag e két ország még mindig Törökországhoz tartozik, tehát joga van beleavatkozni ezen állapotba.

8. A Monarchia mandatarius hivatásának sem tett eleget, a rendet nem állitotta helyre, szétrombolta a kereskedelmet s ellenségesen viselkedik ezen országok lakkosságával szemben. A legfontosabb feladatot, az agrárreformot pedig nem hajtotta végre, holott a kis balkáni országok ezt már saját maguk másutt megtették.
(Südland könyvének egy másik fejezetében leleplezi az igazi okokat, amiért Spalajkovicnak annyira szivén feküdt a földreform végrehajtása Bosznia-Hercegovinában. A föld legnagyobb része ugyanis itt muzulmán vallásu horvátok kezében volt, akik azt rendszerint orthodoxoknak adták ki bérletbe. Az orthodox szerbek az országban lévő főbérlők 74 %-át  képezték, jollehet népességi arányuk csak 43 % volt. A földreform révén az országban lévő földbirtok legnagyobb része egy csapásra szerbek kezébe ment volna át. Miután pedig a földek örök bérbe voltak adva s a tulajdonosnak csak a “nuda proprietes”ra s a termés egyharmadára volt joga, e bérleti földek értéke csupán egyharmad részét képezte a szabad földbirtok értékének. A földreform révén birtokaikról lelépő muzulmánok tehát szintén csak egyharmadát kapták volna az átadandó birtokok értékének, ezzel szemben felosztott földnek, mint szabad birtoknak már teljes értéke lett volna abban a pillanatban, mihelyt az egykori bérlők, tulnyomó részt szerb orthodoxok kezébe kerül ami óriási anyagi nyereséget s vele hatalmi tulsulyt jelentett volna ez utóbbiaknak. Ez volt Spalajkovic javaslatának igazi bizantinikus háttere.)

9. Spalajkovic a Monarchiát különféle szidalmakkal illeti a többek közt azt politikailag Dante poklával hasonlita össze, majd idézi számos külföldinek különösen franciának Monarchia-ellenes megnyilatkozását. A szerző végkonkluziója: Ausztria-Magyarország mint az események mutatják, életképtelen államalakulat. Oroszországot ezzel szemben barátságos hangnemben kezeli.

10. Spalajkovic egy sor uj theoriát dob a felszinre, melyek hivatva vannak könyvének tendenciáját szolgálni, Igy pl.

· “A Balkánt a balkáni népeknek.”

· “A nemzetiségi elv a modern népjog alapja.” (119, 121 old.)

· “Államjogi változásoknál állandóan ügyelni kell az érintett népek nemzeti törekvéseire.” (129.old.)

· Amennyiben valamely államon belül egy nép egy másik népet elnyom, ugy a nagyhatalmak intervenciójára kell hogy sor kerüljön.

Südland szerint különösen rossz szinben festi le a magyarokat: “…E tekintetben különösen Magyarország képez valóságos veszélyt az európai népcsaládra és épen ezért egy kollektiv intervencióra kellene hogy sor kerüljön az elnyomott népek javára a jog nevében.”

Mint Südland a továbbiakban irja, egészen lehetetlen kimeriteni e könyv tartalmát ilyen és hasonló idézetekkel. A könyv tudományos része értéktelen, annál inkább mestermüvét képezi a diplomáciai heccmüvészetnek és politikai irányirodalomnak.

                            VII. A MONARCHIA  ÉS A DÉLSZLÁVOK.

(514-540 old.)

       Fenti alcim alatt a szerző röviden utal a horvát-magyar viszonyra, mely annak következtében állt elő, hogy a horvátok belső és külső ellenségek nyomására 1102-ben feladták állami függetlenségüket, hogy védelmet keressenek egy Magyarországgal való társulásban. – E társulásban már kedvező geopolitikai fekvésénél fogva is mindvégig Magyarország volt az erősebb fél s helyzete természetesen mindig előnyösebb volt a horvátokénál. – S ü d l a n d  nem osztja egyes történetirók azon felfogását, mely szerint Könyves Kálmánnak az lett volna a titkos célja, hogy felszivja s bekebelezze Horvátországot. – Magyarország Horvátországgal egy igen nehezen védhető vidéket vett át. – A horvátok elégedetlenségét a magyar uralommal szemben hosszu időn át az képezte, hogy horvát felfogás szerint a magyarok Horvátország védelmének tul kevés figyelmet szentelnek, - miután dinasztikus érdekeiket Északon fontosabbnak tartották…

M o h á c s után megkezdődött a szerbek lassu beszivárgása Dél-magyarországba, akik a török nyomásnak engedve huzódtak észak felé, mindazonáltal az évszázados harcok folyamán e területek is elnéptelenedtek s  B á c s k a – B á n á t-nak a törököktől való visszahóditása után lakatlanoknak számitottak.-

A szerbek nagy vándorlása, mint már korábban utalás történt rá, 1689-ben vette kezdetét Arsenius Cernojevic vezetésével. - A rácok betelepedése nem ment simán s mint S ü d l a n d irja, “a magyar világi és papi uraságok szüntelenül panaszkodtak a rác telepesek erőszakosságai és tulkapásai miatt, melyek különösen a katholikus papságot, majd a parasztokat sujtották, akiktől a rácok állataikat elrabolták, pénzt zsaroltak s elvették az egyházi javakat stb…” A magyarok és rácok között mélyreható gyülölet keletkezett s a magyarok ez utóbbiakat “infernos nostros hostes” jelzővel illették.-

Azonban a dolgok végül is rendeződtek s a l8. század folyamán Magyarország megerődödött.- E század végén a “josephinizmus” azután kisérletet tett arra, hogy az államot centralizálja s a magyarokat elnémetesitse a nemzetiségekkel együtt.- Mint S ü d l a n d  megjegyzi “az ellenállás azonban épen Magyarországon volt a legerősebb és legsikeresebb” s a horvátok még szorosabban igyekeztek Magyarországhoz  kapcsolódni e németesitési hullám elleni védelmet keresve.

Nem sokkal később viszont a magyarok kezdték el alkalmazni a “josephinizmus” magyar változatát s a francia forradalom nyomán született magyar nacionalizmus egyre hangsulyozottabban törekedett az ország centralizálására és nemzeti szempontból való egységesitésére.- E törekvésekre igen kedvező volt Magyarországnak a centralizálást megkönnyitő geopolitikai helyzete, mely valósággal előirt egy ilyen fejlődést.

“Csak e fejlődés következtében – irja Südland – kerültek a magyarok éles konfliktusba a délszlávokkal, mely mindaddig ilyen formában ismeretlen volt közöttük. Minden időben voltak ugyan állami, dynasztikus, szociális és gazdasági természetü surlódások, azonban elvi ellentétek egyáltalában nem álltak fenn.- Ezek a l8-l9 századforduló idején keletkeztek, midőn a magyar állam elkezdte a horvátok és szerbek nyelvét, államjogi illetve egyházjogi helyzetét fenyegetni.- Mindazonáltal a horvátok és szerbek törekvései között különbség teendő.- A szerbek uralomvágyuktól ösztökélve és egyházuk államképző ereje által támogatva saját állami berendezéssel akarták ellátni az általuk csak a török időkben benépesitett területeket, tehát Magyarországon belül egy uj állami képződményt akartak kikristályositani, miként az Vojvodina  esetében meg is történt.- A horvátok ezzel szemben arra törekedtek, hogy 1300 éves állami képződményüket, mely átélte a Monarchia keretében a török uralmat, tovább alakithassák és kiterjeszthessék Dalmáciára, majd 1878-tól kezdve Bosznia-Hercegovinára is.-

A magyar törekvések azután a Kossuth-féle eszmékben teljesedtek ki, akinek sikerült E r d é l y  autonomiáját feloszlatni. Horvátországal – irja Südland – ez nem akart sikerülni: egyszerüen azon okból,  mert az autonomia mögött a Monarchia népei között a legrégibb államalapitó népe állt.-Amilyen mértékben Magyarország részéről növekedett a nyomás, olyan mértékben fokozódott a horvátok ellenállása, sőt csaknem mondható, hogy tulajdonképen a magyarok voltak azok, akik felrázták a horvátokat álmukból. – Amidőn ezután 1848-ban a magyarok a dolgot forcirozni akarták, a horvátok karddal kezükben védelmezték régi államiságuk maradványait.“

Kossuth ideája azután – mint a szerző állitja – összefonódott Széchenyi gazdasági elgondolásaival, mely a “Tengerre Magyar!” jelszóban került kifejezésre.-Ahhoz, hogy Magyarország tengerre jusson, szükség volt a horvát autonomia feloszlatására és a horvátok elmagyarositására.

“1848-ban összeomlottak a magyar álmok a teljes nemzetiségi függetlenségről.- Azon erők között, melyek ezt az összeomlást felidézték, látjuk a horvátokat és szerbeket.- Közelfekvő, hogy a magyarok intenziv politikai gondolkodása ezzel a problémával is foglalkozott, épenugy azzal a kérdéssel is, vajjon miként lehetne az 1848-hoz hasonló jövőbeni eshetőségeket (mármint a szerb-horvát együttmükődést) megelőzni.-A szerbek és horvátok 1848-ban igen közel állottak egymáshoz, egymást kölcsönösen kisegitették és épolyan közelfekvő, hogy a magyarok ennek elejét akarták venni.-

A horvátoknak és szerbeknek 1848 gyümölcseihez füzőtt reménységeik hamarosan csufosan szertefoszlottak. V o j v o d i n a  helyzetét 10 éves fennállás után megszüntették és a horvát szabadságharc az abszolutizmusban és az 1868-as kiegyezéssel végződött.- Ismert az a szállóige, hogy “a horvátok 1851-ben azt kapták jutalmul, amivel a magyarokat megbüntették.”- Ez a balsiker a horvátokat összehasonlithatatlanul sulyosabban érintette mint a szerbeket.- Vojvodina ugyanis Szerbia és Montenegro mellett egy harmadik államalakulat volt, ujkori szerzemény.- mig ugyanez az eset nem állt fenn a horvátoknál, mert ezek régi államiságuk utolsó maradványait védelmezték, melyeknek elvesztése az egész nép számára sorscsapásként kellett hasson.-A szerbek igy az 1859-es csapást, amit Vojvodina megszüntetése jelentett, sokkal könnyebben kiheverték mint a horvátok az 1868-as eseményeket.- Igy azután egészen természetes, hogy a szerbek és magyarok között sokkal korábban kerülhetett közeledésre a sor, mint a horvátok és magyarok között.”

Az 1848-67 közötti időben meg is kezdődött ilyen közeledés a magyarok és a szerbek között, miként ezt S ü d l a n d   egy szerb államférfi, Jovan  R i s t i c  irásai alapján megállapitja, utalván arra a tényre is, hogy Michael  O b r e n o v i c  magyar grófnőt,  H u n y a d y  Juliát vett el feleségül.

A kiegyezés utáni időkben a szerbek és horvátok közötti harc a horvát nemzeti öntudat fokozodó felébredése és növekvő ellenállása következtében kiélesedett s a horvátoknak Dalmáciára és Szlavoniára vonatkozó aspirációi által a pánszerbizmus saját céljait látta veszélyben forogni. Bosznia-Hercegovinának 1878-ban történt okkupációja a szerbek megrökönyödését csak tovább fokozta s egyszerüen nem tudták elviselni a gondolatot, hogy Szlavonia és Dalmácia után még Bosznia is elvesszék a szerb nemzeti eszmék számára.-A szerbek e pillanatban fordultak a magyarokhoz utalva a közös veszélyre, melyet a horvátoknak Boszniában történő megerősödése jelent.

Ez a lépés tipikus példája volt a byzánci politikának s mint Südland irja “a szerbeknek nem volt nehéz meggyőzni a magyarokat arról, hogy szükség van egy horvátok elleni erélyesebb eljárásra és hogy ez ugy a magyar, mint a szerb érdekeknek megfelelne.-Más szavakkal: sikerült a szerbeknek a magyarokat a horvátok nyakára uszitani, ami annál is könnyebb volt, mert az 1868-a horvát-magyar kiegyezés, de az egész dualizmus megalkotása is arra mutatott, hogy a horvátokat, különösen Magyarországon a priori mint az államra veszélyes elemeket kezelték.-

S ü d l a n d  ezután hosszasabban foglalkozik P e s t y: “Horvátország keletkezése” cimü müvével, mely tagadta Horvátország létjogultságát s annak bekebelezését követelte.- Ez a horvátok részére adresszált “tudományos hadüzenet” a szerbek helyzetét még csak erősitette.- Khuen-Héderváry bánsága alatt, mint ez közismert, a szerbek voltak a bán főtámaszai.-Itt meg kell jegyezni, hogy a közeledést a bánhoz, annak hivatalbalépése alkalmával a szerbek keresték s nem forditva.-  

“Khuen-Héderváry bánsága alatt a szerbek “mint államfenntartó  elem” kedvükre fejlődhedtek. – Fősikerük azonban abban állt,hogy egy magyar tudós, mármint  P e s t y  segitségével sikerült az egész helyzetet a horvátok hátrányára forditni.- Nem a szerbek táplálnak hóditószándékokat, melyeket meg kell akadályozni, hanem a horvátok: nem a szerbség az államra veszélyes elem, hanem a horvátság: nem a szerbek és az orthodoxia az okai a  M o n a ar c h i a  déli részén fennálló nehészségeknek, hanem a horvátok s a mögöttük meghuzodó katholikus “reakció”. – Egyenesen bámulatos – kiált fel Südland – mit végeztek a szerbek ferditések terén. 

Ha ezt felfogjuk, akkor értjük meg igazán, minő hatalmat és veszélyt jelent a byzantinikus állami és egyházi eszme.

Mindazonáltal, e siker ellenére a szerbek kézzelfogható gyümölcsöket csak Horvát-Szlavonországban arattak, mely közvetlenül magyar uralom alatt állott. – Itt 20 éven keresztül egy hallgatólagos magyar-szerb entente állott fenn.- Azonban sem Boszniában sem pedig Dalmáciában nem nyiltak rózsák a szerbek számára egyelőre.- K á l l a y, aki szándékaikat átlátta, nem akart nekik semminemü koncessziókat tenni, Dalmáciában pedig a S t a r c e v i c-párt növekvő befolyása veszélyeztette a szerb törekvéseket.- A szerbek szükségét látták,hogy a Monarcián belüli befolyásukat megerősitsék.- Ismét Magyarországhoz fordultak tehát. A volt szerb miniszterelnök, Milan Pirocanac 1890 körül átnyujtott a magyaroknak egy bizalmas emlékiratot kb. a következő tartalommal: A magyaroknak nincs kijárásuk a tengerre: a Fiumé-be vezető ut horvát területen vezet keresztül.- A magyarok tehát határozzák el magukat Varazdin, Zágráb és Fiume-Modrus annektálására, Szlavoniát, Bosznia-Hercegovinát és Dalmáciát pedig, ahol amugyis tiszta szerbek laknak, egyesitsék és adják át az utóabbiaknak.- Ez esetben a szerbek elüzik az Obrenovic-okat és egyesülni fognak Magyarországgal egy kiegyezés keretében.- Igy a magyarok közvetlenül a tengerhez jutnak, megnagyobbitják országukat és Bécs  megkerülésével nagyhatalommá válnak.”

“E javaslatnak tendenciája világos” – jegyzi meg  S ü d l a n d. – “A magyarok segitségével meg kell valósitani a nagyszerb eszmét…s szerb kezekben kell egyesiteni mindazon monarchiabeli területeket, amelyek egykor az ipeki patriarchatushoz tartoztak s melyek nem képezik a tulajdonképeni Magyarország részét.- Mindezért nagylelküen felajánlják a magyaroknak a tengerhez vezető utat, gyujtó hatást keltve a magyarok fantáziájára a kossuthista ideák életrekeltésével.”-

Südland szerint a szerbek e tervet sohasem vették komolyan s mindez csupán tipikus esete annak a megtévesztő politikának, melyet a szerbek oly ügyességgel folytattak mindig, miként azt  K á l l a y   is oly találóan leirja.- A szerbek terve részben sikerült s a magyaroknál megerősödött a meggyőzödés, hogy  Kossuth-féle eszmét Horvátországban mégis keresztül lehene tán vinni.-

Südland az események ilyenirányu fejlődését – s ezt könyvében többször is hangsulyozza- a “dualizmus elrontott szellemé-ből származtatja, mely két komponensből tevődött össze.- Az egyik az  osztrákoknak az a törekvése, hogy Dalmáciát minden esetre megtartsák maguknak, ami részben formális államjogi, részben pedig gazdaságpolitikai okokra vezethetők vissza.- A magyar komponens abban áll, hogy a kiegyezés vezető eszméje a  D e á k  féle elgondolás háttérbe szorult a vele egyre jobban szembehelyezett   K o s s u t h  féle eszmékkel.- Ez volt a betegség csirája lenn Délen, melyet még módszeresen tenyésztettek s ebből azután egyedül  B y z a n c, illetve konkrétebbül kifejezve, a pánszerb gondolat huzott hasznot.-

A “F I U M E I   H A T Á R O Z A T O K.”

Ebben az alfejezetben, a szerb-horvát egységtörekvések kapcsán Südland frappáns módon mutatja be, miként sikerült a szerbeknek a horvátokat saját céljaik szolgálatába állitani, kihasználva ez utóbbiaknak D a l m á c i a  feltétlen birtoklására irányuló törekvéseit.

Mint ismeretes, Magyarországon 1905-ben belpolitikai krizis, illetve rendszerváltozás következett be a Függetlenségi Párt váratlan választási győzelme nyomán.- Ezt megelőzöleg 1903-ban leköszönt Khuen-Héderváry a bánságról, Kállay Benjámin is meghalt s Szerbiááában uj dinasztia, a Karagyorgyevicsek kerültek trónra.- A horvát szerb vonalon is bizonyos enyhülés következett be, miután a horvátországi elmagyarositó rendszabályok következtében mindkét nép veszélyeztetve érezte magát,-de Dalmáciában is bizonyos közeledési kisérletek történtek szerb-horvát politikusok között-

A Függetlenségi Párt győzelmével megnőtt az Ausztria és Magyarország közötti ellentétek kiéleződésének esélye s ilyen körülmények között születtek meg a szenzációt keltő fiumei határozatok. Ebben szerb-horvát képviselők ünnepélyes formában felajánlották támogatásukat Magyarországnak függetlensége elérésére, miután “minden népnek megvan a joga arra, hogy lénye és sorsa felett szabadon és függetlenül rendelkezhessék.” Ennek a támogatásnak fejében kérték Dalmácia a bekebelezését Horvát-Szlavonországba, ez utóbbiban pedig az eddig gyakorolt igazgatási rendszer revideálását, uj választásokat stb.- A határozatoknak nagyobb sulyt adandó, azután nem sokkal később a dalmát tartományi gyülésen a horvát és szerb képviselők kinyilatkoztatták, hogy a horvátok és  szerbek egy nemzet s váll-váll mellett fognak harcolni Dalmáciának Horvát-Szlavonországba való reinkorporációjáért.-

Südland szerint a horvátokat e lépésre Dalmáciának birtoklására, valamint a Horvátországban uralkodó állapotok megjavitására irányuló vágy vezette s hogy a szerbek támogatását megnyerjék, hajlandók voltak ezeknek koncessziókat tenni annak a teoriának elfogadása által, mely a horvátokat és szerbeket egy népnek vallotta.- A horvátok és szerbek elhatározásának éle terméészetesen a bécsi kamarilla ellen irányult s a Magyar Függetlenségi Pártban is örömet keltett.- Ezt az örömet azonban hamarosan lehütötte a horvátok parlamenti obstrukciója a horvát vasutakon elrendelt nyelvhasználati rendelkezések ellen.- Mindennek ellenére Horvátországban a viszonyok lényegesen megjavultak a fiumei rezoluciók utáni  időben s ezt a horvátok nem kis mértékben a szerb segitségnek tulajdonitották.-  Supilo  igy jelenthette ki 1907-ben “A szerbekkel sokra vagyunk képesek, a szerbek nélkül kevésre, a szerbek ellen semmire.”

S ü d l a n d  szerint a horvátok e z z e l  me g é r t e k  a  b y z a n c y  h i p n ó z i s r a.

Ami a Fiumei Határozatok hátterét és igazi inditórugóit illeti, szerinte a szerbek vezető gondolata az volt, hogy a magyarokat, horvátokat és szerbeket Ausztria ellen közös harcra ösztönözze”. Südland bizonyitékokat sorol fel tovább arra vonatkozólag, hogy a horvátok és szerbek között titkos megegyezés jött létre, melynek értelmében előbbiek lemondtak az utóbbi javára Bosznia-Hercegovináról.- Ennek egyik legjobb bizonyitéka Supilonak már emlitett beszéde 1907 február 25-én, melyben szinte szóról szóra ismételte Spalajkovics-nak általunk már korábban idézett megállapitásait s követelte, hogyha Bosznia-Hercegovina nem lehet horvát, akkor legyen inkább szerb, semminthogy idegen kézbe jusson.-

“Látjuk tehát, a horvátok megkisérelték, hogy megnyerjék a szerbeket évszázados nemzeti álmuknak, Dalmácia reinkorporációjának elérése érdekében,ugyanakkor azonban hagyták, hogy a szerbek kezükbe nyomják a pánszerb mozgalom egész fegyvertárát, amelybe a horvátok szükségükben görcsösen belekapaszkodtak, beleegyeztek Bosznia-Hercegovina átengedésébe és igy, mint a továbbiakban látni fogjuk, a szerbek hatalmába kerültek…”

A Fiumei Határozatok a horvátok számára nem hozták meg a remélt gyümölcsöket, mert nemcsak Bécset sikerült ellenségükké tenniök, hanem hamarosan a Kossuth ideát soha fel nem adó magyar Függetlenségi Pártot is. A magyarok pillanatnyilag beleegyezhettek ugyanis egy Bécs elleni szövetségbe a szerbekkel és a horvátokkal, tartósan azonban nem.- A szerb-horvát egység ugyanis megfosztotta a magyarokat attól a lehetőségtől, hogy Horvátországban nyugodtan kormányozhassanak a horvátok ellen.- A magyarok, hogy ebből a kellemetlen szituációból kiszabaduljanak, felhasználták robbantásra  a vasuti pragmatikát.- Ehhez járult még, hogy a külügyminisztérium  megneszelte a szerbek szerepét és végső szándékait, ami a magyarok előtt sem lehetett rejtve.- Egy ilyen odiumot azonban a kormányzó magyar koalició sem vállalhatott magára és egyszerüen ejtette a horvát-szerb rezolucionistákat.-

A jobban tájékozott magyarok idejében kihuzták a fejüket a szerb hurokból, a horvátok azonban annál szorosabban benneragadtak. A horvát rezolucionisták, akiknek a tábora a kezdeti sikerek következtében gyarapodott, igen gonosz helyzetbe kerültek.- Nemcsak, hogy a Monarchia két államának fokozott ellenséges érzületét hivták ki, hanem oda kerültek ahová a szerbek őket terelni akarták.-Ha a talajt nem akarták egészen elvesziteni a lábuk alól, most annál görcsösebben kellett a szerbekkel tartaniók.-Miután a szerbek intencióinak megfelelő gondolatmenetet elfogadták és a szerb eszme fegyvertárát magukévá tették, öntudatlanul karikát engedtek huzni az orrukba.- Az 1907 májusi események által (vasuti pragmatika) azután teljesen a szerbek hatalmába kerültek s ez utóbbiak ezáltal a Monarchia déli részében vezető elemmé váltak.- Ezt a fejlődést még az a körülmény is előmozditotta, hogy a magyarok, akiknek a horvátok és szerbek összetartása nem illett terveikbe, ez utóbbiakkal kéz alatt tudatták, hogy szivesebben látnák őket olyan szerepben, mint aminőt 1883 és 1903 között Horvát-Szlavonországban játszottak.- Ez méginkább növelte a szerbek öntudatát, akik tudták, hogy akármit is csinálnak, mindig puhára esnek, mert épenséggel nélkülözhetetlenek voltak a magyarok számára.- A szerbek azonban nem lazitottak politikájukon, strammul haladtak együtt a horvátokkal, akik előtt a lehető legbehatobban érzékeltették azt az áldozatot, melyet ők, mármint a szerbek, az egység kedvéért hoztak. Ez volt a jelszó, hogy a magyaroknak a poklot oly forrová kell tenni ahogy csak lehet, büntetésül az “árulás”-ért, amit a rezolucionisták ejtésével elkövettek.-Miután a szerb-horvát koalició obstrukciója 1907 nyarán valóban kellemetlenné vált a magyaroknak, ez ismét erős benyomásst keltett a horvátoknál.- Egyre szélesebb rétegekben szilárdult meg a hit: csak a szerbekkel való együttmüködésben rejlik a horvátok üdve.

Jóllehet a rezolucionistáknak nagy ellenzékük volt Horvátországban, a szerbek igen jelentős sikert értek el annak ellenére, hogy a nagy huzás, a magyar szerb-horvát összefogás Bécs ellen, nem sikerült.- A szerbek ugyanis Horvátországban döntő befolyásra tettek szert a rezolucionisták táborában, sikerült szakadást előidézniök a horvátoknál s ezzel ártalmatlanná tenni őket, miután a rezolucionisták és ellenfeleik szorosan egymás hajába lévén kapaszkodva, a szerbeket zavaró erők le voltak kötve az országban.- Ehhez járult még, hogy a szerbeknek az elkövetkező években a magyar Függetlenségi Pártban és egyéb befolyásos magyar körökben sikerült ismét rokonszenvet szerezni, ami különösen Bosznia-Hercegovinában jutott érvényre s növelte az orthodox szerbek befolyását ebben az országban.-

“Igy a szerbek – irja Südland – elegendő erőt gyüjtöttek össze, hogy komolyan hozzáláthassanak Délen a Monarchia hatalmának megrenditiséhez. Azt, hogy egész Byzánc e kérdésben a szerbeknek dolgozott, bizonyitják azok a szláv kongresszusok, melyek 1908-ban Petersburgban, Prágában, Varsóban és Revalban erőket volt képes mozgósitani céljai elérésére.-

A szerbek helyzete fényes volt, mert a magyarok a szerbeket el akarták választani a horvátoktól, hogy Khuen-Héderváry methodusa szerint kormányozhassanak Horvátországban és ezért engedményeket kellett nyujtaniok a szerbeknek.- A horvátoknak azonban szorosan kapaszkodniok kellett a szerbekbe, hogy megakadályozhassák a Khuen-Hédervéry idők visszatértét. Igy tehát a szerbek tulajdonképen hagyták a magyarokat és horvátokat a malom kerekei között örlődni, mig ők ügyes manöverezéssel sikert-sikerre halmoztak és feltartoztathatatlanul erősöddtek..”

Az annexio azután némileg megzavarta a szerb-horvát szövetséget, azonban a csehek s különösen  M a s a r y k  intervencióinak sikerült ellensulyozni az egység ellen irányuló kisérleteket, melyek különösen a  S t a r c e v i c  párt részéről jelentkeztek.-

…………………………

AUSZTRIA-MAGYARORSZÁG  B Y Z Á N C  BÜVKÖRÉBEN.

Südland ezekután felteszi a kérdést, ki a hibás abban, hogy a Monarchia hosszu évtizedeken át oly szerencsétlen és kétbalkezes politikát folytatott a délszláv kérdésben, mely lehetővé tette a dolgoknak ily kedvezőtlen irányban történt fejlődését?

Hogy volt mindez lehetséges? Südland azt válaszolja, hogy neki is sok álmatlan éjszakát okozott a felindulás, midőn kutatómunkája folyamán lassanként felismerte azokat az összefüggéseket melyek feltartozhatatlanul az első világháboru kitöréséhez vezettek.- Arra a kérdésre, hogy ki mindezért a hibás a szerző igy felel: “Senki!” Senki, mert ahhoz, hogy elkerüljék a szerencsétlenséget, ismerni kellett volna először a dolgok összefüggését.- Sajnos nem igy volt s a Monarchiában általános tájékozatlanság uralkodott ezen a téren, különösen pedig ami Bosznia-Hercegovina kérdését illeti.-

A kiegyezés “elrontott szelleme”, melynek következtében szinte mondhatná az ember, csaknem mindig az ellenkezője történt annak, amit az állam érdeke megkövetelt volna, csupán az egyik oka a történteknek és nem elegendő magyarázat.- Hogy az eseményeket teljesen megértsük, foglalkozni kell egy jelenséggel, melyet legjobban byzánci büvöletnek lehet mondani, s mely képes volt arra, hogy a Monarchia politikai gondolkodását olyan irányban befolyásolja, ahogy az az ellenségnek, azaz Byzáncnak kellemes volt.- B y z á n c  ugy az egyénre, mint tömegekre gyakorolt szuggesztiv erejére a korábbiakban már történt utalás s ezt a kérdést ismételten több történetiró is felvetette, sőt maga Vladan Georgewitsch volt szerb miniszterelnök volt az, aki az “orosz hypnozis” kifejezést népszerüsitette.- A háboru folyamán egy brossura már  “szerb hypnozis”-ról is beszélt.

E jelenség általános fogalmáról a következőket lehet mondani:

B y z á n c  szuggeszciós ereje egészen sajátságos valami és épenugy hatóerővel bir Byzánc saját hivei között, mint máshitüek felé.- Egy, a saját hatalom növelésére szolgáló oly kifinomult megtévesztési és csalási rendszer ez, amely  az ellenfelet annyira összezavarja, hogy végül az nem ismeri ki magát és akaratától megfosztva engedi magát vezetni a perfid hatalomratörő szándékainak megfelelően.- Miután a saját hatalomnövelés minden byzantinusnak élete célját, tartalmát és lényegét jelenti, igy a csalást és ámitást kötelességének tekinti, amennyiben az e célt előmozditja.- További következménye ennek az, hogy a byzantinus e csalásban és ámitásban vallásos akaratának egész izzásával hisz.- És ebben az izzó parázsban, a saját kitalálásaiban és ferditéseiben való intenziv hitben rejlik a szuggesztiv hatalom forrása, mert minden hatalmas akarat lenyügöző, azaz szuggesztiv erővel hat és átruházodik másokra is.

Südland itt mint egyik legjobb példát e szuggesztiv erőre, az akarat izzására, Bosznia-Hercegovina esetét emliti, melyet, mint a korábbiakban megállapitást nyert, a szerbek a multban sohasem birtokoltak.- Még is láttuk, Spalajkovics miként irt ez országokról.- Georgewitsch egyenesen a “két legvalódibb szerb ország”nak jellemzi őket, az “egész szerb nemzet etnographiai szivé”nek stb.- Bosznia-Hercegovina azonban szükséges egy vallási eszmének, az ipeki patriaarchatus birtoklásának megvalósitásához, tehát a saját hatalom fokozásához, s ezért hisznek a szerbek benne. És olyan izzóan hisznek, hazugságaikat oly gyakran ismételgetik, hogy végül mások is hisznek nekik.- Ugyanez a helyzet Dalmáciával, Szlavoniával  stb.- Itt rejlik a byzánci büvölet forrása.

Südland ezután különböző példákat sorol fel, majd megállapitja, hogy nemcsak a Monarchia, hanem az egész világ Byzánc bűvkörében áll…Ez a büvölet mélyen áthatotta a horvátok történetét is és valósággal döntő befolyással volt egész fejlődésükre 1830-tól… A megbüvölt tudomány segitségével a szerbek tetszetőssé tették aspirációikat az egész világ előtt…”

Südland ezután további példák felsorolásával illusztrálja miként váltak áldozatává e büvöletnek a Monarchia egyes tudósai, politikusai, majd igy folytatja:

“És igy megy ez az egész vonalon.-Mindig találtak valakit a Monarchiában, aki őket támogatta, előrevitte.-Nem volt különbség sem nemzetiségre, sem hivatásra, sem pedig vallásra nézve.- Még maguk a zsidók sem kivételek.- Be kell vallanunk – irja a szerző – hogy nagy véleménnyel vagyunk a zsidók veleszületett politikai ösztönéről.- Hogy mindig egy kissé saját politikát is folytatnak, nem kell tőlük annyira rossz néven venni.- Azonban még ezek, különben oly egészséges ösztönnel megáldott poliitikusok is csődöt mondanak a szerbekkel szemben az esetek bámulatos nagy százalékában.- Nemcsak, hogy engedik magukat a szerbektől félrevezetni, hanem igen gyakran még szimpatizálnak is velük.- Ezt sohasem tudtuk teljesen megérteni…”

A byzantinusok kiengesztelésére és rokonszenvük megnyerésére a pápáktól kezdve s a Habsburgokon folytatva, egy 400 éven át tartó sziszifuszi munka sem volt képes…Végtelen értékek lettek feláldozva és ebbe a Danaidák hordójába öntve a legcsekélyebb eredmény nélkül.- Nem akartuk egyáltalában észrevenni, hogy a katholikus Ausztria-Magyarország az orthodoxok rokonszenvét természetszerüleg egyáltalán nem nyerheti meg. Azonban a ravasz byzantinusok csalhatatlan ösztönük segitségével felismerték ambicióink téves irányát és minden alkalommal a fülünkbe suttogták. Még nem mutattatok elég közeledést, áldozzatok fel még többet és akkor hozzátok fogunk tartozni…”

A SZERBSÉG IGAZI ARCA.

Südland a továbbiakban még megállapitja, hogy “a szerbség igazi arca az orthodoxia, sőt lehet mondani, hogy a  szerbség a keleti egyház néppé-vált expanziós törekvése.- A történelem folyamán szolgáltak a byzánciaknak, azonban ezek életbölcseletét és politikai módszereit oly tanulékonyan sajátitották el, hogy a végén még a byzanciaknak is kényelmetlenné kezdtek válni.- Amidön azután 1204-ben Byzánc összeomlott, megszerezték a byzánci hatalom bölcsek kövét, az állami egyházat.- Ez gyorsan hozta nekik a felemelkedést és a korlátlan hatalomratörés szisztémájának megfelelően a szolgák, a szerbek, el akarták nyelni urukat, Byzáncot is. Ezután a törököknek hódoltak jól és sikeresen, oly sikeresen, hogy a törököket is elemésztették.- Ezt mutatta az 1400-1913 közötti fejlődés.- Szolgáltak a Monarchiának is és azt is el akarták emészteni és ez volt az egyik oka a világháborunak” (Ez is megtörtént. A szerk.)

“Mindig vállalják a faltörő kos szerepét, állandóan azon igyekezve, hogy mind a rohamozotól, mind pedig a megrohamozottól annyit ragadjanak el, amennyit csak tudnak s ők legyenek a nevető harmadik. Tény az, hogy minden uraság eddig drágán fizete meg a szerbek szolgálatait…” (591 old.)

                                          + + + + + + + + + + + 

                                           = = = = = = = = = = =

Mindezekután olvasóinkra bizzuk annak eldöntését, hogy Jugoszlávia és a szinten ortodox Romania politikájában mennyire fedezhető fel  B y z a n c  követése (A szerkesztő megjegyzése).
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