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	In 1956 my family arrived in England, refugees from the failed uprising in Hungary. I was fortunate to attend from 1957 an excellent Catholic school in Scotland, The Abbey School, Fort Augustus, and it was in the library there that, as a seventeen -year old I first came across The Economist. I was impressed by the breadth and depth of information your magazine provided, its respect for facts, and a level of English expression that I have always tried to emulate, views that I have not changed since,  remaining a fan of your publication for over fifty years now. However, I wish to raise my objections to the distortion of facts, willful or otherwise, that your recent articles concerning Hungary contained, as I still maintain a keen interest in the politics of the country of my birth.

 

Your correspondent refers to Slovakia as having been a "colony of Hungary" before the First World War. A quick glance at any map of Europe from the ninth century onwards will confirm the fact the Slovakia as a seperate entity had simply never existed. Its first appearance as an independent country was as a part of Czechoslovakia, then as a fascist client state of Nazi Germany under Father Tiso during the  Second World War. Prior to the Treaty of Trianon, Slovaks and Magyars were citizens of the Kingdom of Hungary for over a thousand years, since 896.  While Slovak nationalists ruefully refer to this period as " thousand years of oppression", the reality by all accounts was  much more prosaic, as Magyars and Slovaks lived in rather unexciting harmony, being subjected by their overlords who were often of the same ethnicity as they were.  They fought  side by side against the Turks and later, Habsburg oppression, and it was not until the awakening of nationalist sentiments after the French Revolution that swept all of Europe, in retrospect surely a mixed blessing, that matters of language and ethnic belonging became a source of friction between them. The eminent British historian, C A Macartney wrote that had Slovaks been allowed to vote in a plebiscite whether or not to remain in Hungary after 1918, they probably would not have chosen to secede. While this is an unprovable hypothesis, it is worth recalling that in the only plebiscite that was held, the predominantly German-speaking inhabitants of Sopron  voted to stay in Hungary rather than joining Austria.

 

Your correspondent also criticizes the decision of the Hungarian Parliament to commemorate the 90th anniversary of the Treaty of Trianon, and for defining the existence of a Hungarian nation that extends beyond the borders of the present state. It is curious when British or North American commentators speak of "Anglosphere", or Frenchmen or Quebeckers of "La Francophonie" nobody seems upset. Or is it the privilege only of the rich and powerful countries to stress a sense of common cultural belonging that poorer and politically less influential nations should forget about? 

 

An objective study of the post-World War I period would confirm that the Treaty of Trianon was by far the most vindictive of the peace-diktats that the victors of the First World War imposed on the vanquished. Yes, Hungarians to this day feel deep pain and sadness for the dismemberment of their thousand year old country. Surely the time has come that a magazine of your calibre and influence should accept this.
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