PREFACE TO THE ENGLISH VERSION

This book s “2 first.” It is about the persecution of the Hungarian
minority In Czechoslovakia after the Second World War, a topic nobody
wrote a hook about before. It covers the years between Czechoslovakia’s
|iberation from the Nazis in 1945 to Czechoslovakia’s conquest by the
Communists in 1948, During these “homeless years,” as Kdlmén Janics
calls them, the Hungarians had been the target of a policy formulated by
Czechosiovak exiles during the war: the liquidation of national minorities.
The Czechoslovak policy was only partially successful against the Hun-
garians mainly because of American opposition, but the anti-minority
mentality in Slovakia against the Hungarians survives. This persecution
js almost entirely unknown to the world at large. Moreover, to the West-
em teader, it may come as a surprise that such a persecution ever existed
in democratic Czechoslovakia after 1945—and, even more of a surprise,
that this persecution ended only when the Communists destroved that
democracy i 1948.

Kilman Janics, the author of the book, is a medical doctor and a socio-
logist. He iz one of the few Hungarians of the older generation with a
higher education who survived the calculated expulsion of the intelli-
gentsia, first the general target of persecution of the Hungarian minority
in postwar Czechoslovakia. Well known, both at home and abroad, as a
Hungarian writer on minority problems, Dr. Janics has recently been
forced into retirement as a physician. He lives in his hometown, in one
of Slovakia's still predominantly Hungarian regions,

Gyulla Illvés, author of the introductory essay on Hungarian minorities
in general, iz an internationally known Hungarian poet and writer. At the
age of 79, he is the grand old man of contemporary Hungarian literature.
Although recipient of several official prizes, the Communist authorities
suppressed Mr. tllvés’s recently published book of essays because of his
outspoken views on the Hungarian minorities, Of Calvinist peasant origins,
he is regarded today as the voice of Hungarian national conscience, both
in Hungary and by Hungarians everywhere.
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If the warld at large is hardly aware of Hungarian minority problems,
all (he greater is the Hungarian interest in them. Evidence of that 1s the
extraordinary success of Dr. Janics’s book, hoth among the million or
so Hungarians living all over the world and among the fourteen million
or so Hungarians in the Danube region. The latter know of it mosily by
hearsay only, or from foreign broadcasts, since the book is banned in Hun-
gary and in the surrounding Communist countries with Hungarian popula-
tions. It was published in Munich under the auspices of the Hunganan Pro-
testant Free University in Europe with headquarters in Bern, Switzerland.

The success of Dr. Janics's book among Hungarians is easy (o under-
stand. It speaks out on an issue which lies heavily on the Hungarian mind
but cannot he freely discussed in public hack home. Although the Hun-
garian minority survived the postwar Czechoslovak assault, its survival
is a precarious one. And the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia is just
one of several. The largest Hungarian minority is in Rumania; two smaller
ones are in Yugosiavia and in the Soviet Ukraine. Altogether over three
million Hungarians, one in every four, are exposed to the vicissitudes of
minority existence today. Concern for their survival is aggravated by the
Hungarian Government’s apparent indifference toward them. The Com-
munist regime regards the concern for the Hungarian minorities as a rekic
of bourgeois nationalism, which was discredited by the Horthy era's re-
visionist policy. Furthermore, according to the Communist theory of
“common fatherland” the Hungarian minorities are well taken care of
in the neighboring Communist countries since they are governed in the
spirit of “proletarian internationalism.” However, the truth ot the matter
is that, despite “fraternal” Communist Parly demonstrations, national
tolerance in the Danube region does not seem to flourish at all under Com-
munist internationalism.

Understandable as the Hungarian interest in Dr. Janics’s book may be,
why should it be published in an English version?

The significance of Dr. Janics's book is that it speaks of a universal
phenamenon: man’s inhumanity 10 man under the dehumanizing influs
ence of nationalist frenzy. Moroever, what is specifically noteworthy in
this particular case is that it happened in a country with democratic
reputation. Furthermore—and this may refiect on the state of the Western
democratic world itself—the brutalities commitied in postwar Czecho-
slovakia against the national minorities did not seem to harn at all the
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country’s democratic prestige. The story of Czechoslovak policy to liquid-
ste 1he country’s Hungarian minority has never been toid in any appreci-
able detsil, which is another reason why this book deserves international
attention beyond the Hungarian language barrier. Its topic has so far been

s 1o that “ugly silence” the British writer Nikolai Tolstoy spoke re-
cently of inhis book on the forciable repatnation of Soviet citizens by the
West { Vicrims of Yalra; in American edition, The Secret Betrayal) at the
end of Warld War 1L

The nistarical setting of Dr. Janics’s topic briefly stated is this: During
world War T1, taking advantage of the West’s feeling of shame over Munich,
and of the worldwide indignation over Hitler's cruelties, Edvard Benes§,
President-in-=xile of Czechoslovakia, launched a punitive campaign that
advocated the expulsion of the German population from Czechoslovakia.
Soon he gdvanced o general theory, flimsy but successful, that national
minorities sre the cause of war and a threat to peace. Thus, in order to
make Czechoslovakia into a homogeneous Slav nation-state, the Hun-
girian minority 0o has been declared guilty of treason and dangerous to
poth the security of Czechoslovakia and to European peace. An “ugly
silence” of a special kind was necessary to make Dr. BeneS’s wartime
anti-minority theory stick. Above all, silence had to be maintained about
the clearly visible fact that the Slovaks themselves—from whose half of
Czechoslovakia the Hungarians were to be expelled--had betrayed the
Czechoslovak State and gained, for the first time in their history, separate
national statehood with Hitler’s help.

Hitler's crimes nothwithstanding, it was quite extraordinary that Dr.
Benes should embrace the idea of an ethnically pure Siav state. Czecho-
slovakia after all had been founded following World War T, with Western
democrutic assistance, as 4@ multinational state with the expressed promise
1o become—in Bened’s own words—*a sort of Switzerland,” a fair replace-
ment. that s, of the defunct Habsburg Empire. Why things did not work
out according to Czech plans and promises, has skilliully been obfuscated
by Czech propagande. Dr. Janics reveals a few points concerning this mat-
ter, worthy of Western attention. Mr. [llyés elaborates the theme on a
universal level, Their joint message is: peace cannot be built on falsehood
and injustice.

Despite blatunt historical incongruities in his revised statemaking ideas,
Benes was singularly successful during World War 11 in getting Allied
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approval of his plans for expelling the Germans from Czechoslovakia. He
was less successful. however, in adding the Hungarians to his list of nation.
al minorities deserving liguidation. It is 1o the credit of the United States
that, by opposing Benes and his Soviet Russian allies, the total expulsion
of the Hungarian minority did not materialize. With Soviet support, Benes
did everything he could think of (and he was quite resourceful) to over-
come or circumvent American opposition. His tactical moves. as well as
the horrors the Hungarian minority went through while Bene¥'s cam-
paign was conniving against them, is told with impressive documentation
(mainly from Czechoslovak sources) by Dr. Janics's book.

Since Dr. Janics’s narrative ends with the Comununist coup of 1948,
marking the “end of the nightmare,” a note is in order to clarify the Sov-
iet role in Bened's policy against the Hungarian minority. Credit should
not be denied to the Communists for ending the indiscriminate persecu-
tion of the Hungarians in postwar Czechoslovakia. On the other hand,
not unlike everywhere else in the Soviet orbit of power, in Czechoslo-
vakia too, Communist policy had been utterly cynical, serving no other
purpose but to facilitate Soviet postwar conquest. After some hesitation,
Stalin during the war approved Benef's plan tu expel the Hungarians,
and the Communists took the lead in the postwar persecutions of the

national minorities in Czechoslovakia. This ensured Benes's continuous

praise of Soviet policy. thus playving into the Soviets’ hands during the
critical postwar years—not unlike during the war, when Bene$ kept assur-
ing the Western democracies of Stalin’s good intentions. When, in 1948,
Czechoslovakia’s turn came to be transformed into a “people’s demo-
cracy.” as the last one in a series, the Communists switched sides. They
restored to the Hungarians their citizenship rights and denounced their

postwar persecution as the work of “bourgeois nationalists.” This is the

technique of “‘ugly silence.” Soviet style.

I should reveal at this point that, although I am far removed geographi-
cally, the minority affairs of the Danube region are very close to my heart.
| grew up in Czechoslovakia as a minority Hungarian. In fact, had good
fortune not lifted me out of my place of birth, I would have shared the
misfortunes my fellow Hungarians have suffered in Czechoslovakia. I
would have hardly escaped the charges of “treason.” and other indignities.

for belonging to a “fascist nation” as the haughty Slovaks—sitting among

the victors. thanks to the Czechs—started calling the defeated Hungarians
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after World War [I. Speaking of Slovak thanks to the Czechs, there is an-
other 2spect of “ngly silence,” receiving attention by Dr. Janics. It is the
story of how the Slovaks, while Hitler's protégés, expelled their Czech
penefactors from post-Munich Slovakia.

Although geographically far removed, the Czechoslovak vindictive cam-
paign against minority Hungarians did catch up with me. At the Paris
peace conference in 1946, Jan Masaryk. Czechoslovakia’s Foreign Min-
ister. singled me oul (1 was then Press Attaché of the Hungarian Legation
s Washington) as an example of incurable “revisionism,” in his vocabu-
lary 2 eapital crime. [ committed this crime in a rather unexpected way.
in a flurry of postwar idealism, born out of wartime necessity, I wrote a
book in 1945 on reconciliation between Czechoslovakia and Hungary.
Among many other propositions to clear the air of hostility between us,
1 suggested that Czechoslovak propaganda was wrong in maintaining that
Hungarian revisionism (as far as criticism of the post-First World War
territorial settlement is concerned) was tied to Hungarian feudalism. A
democractic Hungary—1 wrote— would probubly have collaborated with
her neighbors after World War 1, in a hope of securing the rights of Hun-
garian minorities, and of creating a favorable atmosphere for an eventual
revision of frontiers, However—I concluded—it is impossible to imagine
how any Hungarian Government covld have renounced the idea of a re-
vision of the Treaty of Trianon. To Mr. Masaryk. this was an evidence
that post-World War II Hungary, under a “make-believe democracy,” is
upwilling 10 give up “her old and notorious revisionist policy which, as
glways, is directed against Czechoslovakia.” To this way of thinking. which
is as hypocritical as it is unrealistic, a “democratic™ Hungarian is always
supposed to side with Czechoslovakia against Hungary.

Not lang after the Paris peace conference, 1 met Jan Masaryk in the
United States. He pretended not to remember what he had said in Paris,
but his friendly eyes seemed to tell me: “Look, I did not meanit. .. .”
He considered. | guess. that his patriotic and filial duty was to serve Benes,
co-founder of Czechoslovakia with the late T. G. Masaryk, father of Jan.
He served Benes to the very end. But, in the last agonizing moments of
his life. Jan Masaryk might have been thinking, perhaps. not merely of his
own nation’s tragedy but also of the tragedies that Benes's policy had
tdused to other nations. Humane as he was, Jan Masaryk could hardly
have believed in the rightfuiness of Benes's revolting theory which declared
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Czechoslovakia’s national minorities collectively guilty of treason, desery-
ing expulsion from their homelands under the false pretext of peace and
security. Personally, I wish to dedicate this English version to the victimg
of Bened's vindictive campaign against Czechoslovakia's Hungarian minor-
ity. And specifically, because it is so insidiously buried in that “ugly
silence,” 1 would like to call attention to what Dr. Janics says about the
tragic fate of Jdnos Esterhdzy, representative of the Hungarian minority
in the National Assembly of the Slovak State during World War 11. Ester-
hézy’s lonely vote in 1942 against the Slovak law authorizing the deporta-
tion of Jews is of particular interest, noi merely as a measure of Esterhdzy’s
personal morality and political courage, but also for reasons related to the
principal moral and political issues discussed in this book.

The Allied backing Benesi received in his campaign against Czecho-
slovakia’s national minorities was due mainly to world-wide indignation
aroused by Hitler's mhumanities against the Jews—not against the Slo-
vaks. That the Slovaks. by demanding expulsion of the Hungarian minor-
ity from Slovakia, should claim benefits indirectly derived from Hitler's
persecution of the Jews is truly the outragecus kony of the tragedy of
which Dr. Janics is giving a polemical yet balanced 2ccount

Janics and lllyés. authors of the Hungarian original, have expressed
the wish that their book should be published in “world languages.” Their
book, however, is so specifically Hungarian as to make translation not
merely difficult but impossible. A straight translation into English had
been made and proved unfit for publication. An adaptation, which is
different in form yet identical in substance with the original seemed to
be the only solution. Such & radical vperation entailed of course not
merely stylistic changes but a rewriting and rearrangement on a scale
which resulted in a book with its own character. Changes of sequences
have been made, passages have been omitted and added. To indicate
the many changes that were made in the English version would be techni-
cally Impossible. T did it only in two instances: In Chapters 4 and 5, in
sections on the Poisdam conference and the Paris peace conference. I
added material there and expressed opinions which are my own. Other-
wise. I have altered phrasings throughout the book, and made many
minor and major adjustments, but never tinkered with underlying views.
I had no reason to do so. I identify myself entirely with the authors of
the Hungarian original, with their views, with their concerns. As author
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of the English version 1 had only one aim: To communicate the subject
matter In English as effectively as the original succeeded in doing in
Hunganar

[t was one thing to wish that the Hungarian original should be pub-
lished in 2 “world language™ and another to make the wish come true.
Credit for the latter is due to Professor Béla Kirdly, Director of the Brook-
191 Cullege Studies on Society in Change. Also, acknowledgements are
due 1o the Hungaran-Americans (their wish is to remain anonymous)
whose contributions made the publication in the Brooklyn College Series

inle. In 1956, very voung, they fought in the Hungarian Revolution.
‘They lost their country's bid for freedom, but not their interest in the
cause of freedom—nor their concern for the least free among their com-
i,.mms today: the over three million minority Hungarians living in the
countries of Hungary's neighbors.

The preparation for publication of this English version owes a great
desl to Mrs. Dorothy Meyerson, Editorial Assistant of the Brooklyn
Coliege Studies on Society in Change. Her efficiency is as unparalleled
as her good humor-—a delightful combination. Also, I wish to express my
coming the often awesome-looking barriers between two such different
English translation (in manuscript); his work was helpful to me in over-
coming the often awesem-looking barriers between two such different
lunguages as English and Hungarian. However, [ alone bear responsibility
for the text of the English version. And I ought to stress emphatically—
lest the authors of the Hungarian original are accused of “collaboration
with foreign enemy™ ~that neither Dr. Janics, living in Slovakia, nor Mr.
lllvés, living in Hungary have collaborated with me. Without their know-
ledge or consent, by preparing an English version, I alone collaborated

with them. I did it with the conviction that such an odd collsboration 1s

4 duty rather than a crime, for it upholds the indivisibility of the Repub-
lie of Letters in a politically divided world.

Wellfleet, Massachusetts
August 20, 1981

Stephen Borsody



