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Abstract: Some of the MiddldanubeValley politicians, who were yearning for
their independenstate called the AustréHungarian Monarchy the ‘the prison of folks’.
Despite this, the contemporary sociologist Oszkar Jaszi saw a real chatheecurrent
historical realities for it to become the ‘Switzerland of the East’. Thhoaudrafts the
histary of this region in the era of dualism, with special attention to theriuatselfview,
to the national identitgonsciousness, and to the stereotyped view on neighborhood.

The different legal status and the regional differences in developmenrtdrdive
Monarchy’s dozen nationalities became resources for many conflicts. (E@BsNovel:
The man without attributes.)

The leading position of the ruling German policy in the Empire was declinitige
1870s and after the failure of the Czech trialist experiment the Empireohtatd a
continuous fight with the Slavic majority over the Leitha and with Italieedentism. (The
quasi autonomy given in Galicia to get the Polish political supportuisiGue situation,
which led to the Ukrainian majority’'oppression in the above mentioned region.) It was not
a solution to extend the language law, nor were the election rigles fiv men in 1907,
nor the concept of personal autonomy planned by Karl Renner (see the Motaeament
in 1905, and later iBukovina), nor the many federalist views (for example that of the
Czech F. Palacky, the Romanian A. Popovici, the Croatian S. Radic¢, the Slovak M. Hodza).

It was too late in 1918 to put into practice this latter one.

During the heroic freedom fights in 48/49 the Hungarians were opposed by the
other nationalities living on the territory of Hungary, which nationalitieginly became
tools in the hands of Vienna. The mutual discontent couldn't be healdedeblaw of
equality nor by the wide religious awedltural autonomies or by the uniquely liberal law of
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nationalities of 1868. The Croatianrsenjoying wide political autonomy were following
federal/separatist goals. The Romanians’ growth in number,bgbame the majority in
Transylvania, became a basargument in the struggle for the new Romanian state; the
same happened in Serbia, the inhabitants of which were living cldse sowthern borders
of the Empire. The Hungarian fears of the {®avic ambitions were fed by the tzarist
Russia’s intervention in Hungary in 1849. These circumstantig@snot serve the
possibility of a political compromise. Certain actions (media trials, chahganoes and
place names into Hungarian, and the so called Lex Apponyi, devised to supmdficthe
language irelementary schools) made to slow down the nationalities’ propagaecdsa
actually fuelling the resistance of nationalities. Forcing the offieiaguage brought a
catastrophic result: 20% of the nationalities were able to understan@dtumg

The 5% Isaelite minority was in a very specific position: they stepped on the road of
full assimilation after the emancipation acts of 1849 and 1895. Catalybieg
modernisation procedures they became the biggest winners of the sapitalimstances
and with ths the moral scapegoat as well. See the-@athitism of the Austrian G.
Schénerer and Lueger, of the Hungarian Istéczy and of the rural mobrattibealities.

Having in mind all of the above, it is interesting that in the neighbg states were
watcling Saint Stephen’s nation as a ‘Jewish plutocrat’ Hungary.

Nevertheless, it is without doubt that the nationalist tensions reachedrame peak
during the period between the World Wars, and the region leeeabuffer zone for the
major powers after thérutal dismemberment of the Austrungarian Monarchy. The
Monarchy successfully fulfilled the role of integration in the fiedi®conomy and culture
(the GDP was quadrupled over half a century); and it offers an exampt@lde in
cooperation amongations despite the differing interest and preconceptions. Based on this,
it is not an overstatement to see the Monarchy as a miniaturised prefiguodtihe
European Union.

Keywords: Habsburg Empirdoyalty, panSlavism, magyarisation

The revolutionsn 1848 damaged spectacularly the immovable authority of
the Habsburg Empire. The defeat by the Hungaiitonvéd’ Army, which was
defending the constitutional law, in the spring of 1849 was especiallyupaiihis
pain fdl into oblivion justwith the‘friendly helg (military intervention) of Russia.

Ten years laterthe Empire had to retreat from the Freftihdmont alliance.
Finally, in 1866— after a very quick and ignominious defeait was pushed out
from the German Alliance by Prussia. With theke Habsburgs were mayv&om
the WesterriEuropean centre of power to the Eastern European periphery.

In its hopeless situation the dynasty made a compromise in 1867 with the
Hungarian noble elite, which had been passively countering the power of the
Monarchy under the decades long retaliation and autocracy (thus offering an example
for the later established Irish Sinn Fein). In a critical moment it praattdl and
moderate, because it did not take advantage of its position. So, the-lAusgarian
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Empire was established, and as its foreign minister said: “...the German and
Hungarian elements jointed against the-Biavism” (Vadasz 1998: 233).

Naturally, not everyone was happyth this result of the longalks In 1866,
the participants of the Slevconference in Vienna supported the idea of a federal
statemade up of five componentEheunsuccessfulepresentatives of the imperial
centralism were overshadowed, but thesupporters of federalism became
dissatisfied as well becausked by the resiged prime minister Belcredi, they
wantedto build the empire’s future on the conservatiraigious and respectful
Slavic majority.

While the new public law system represented the power relations at that
moment, it proved to be a complex and rigid strectT here were 2 parliaments
onein Vienna andonein Budapest, the ministries with strategic importance, such
as the ministry of foreign affairshe ministry of war and the ministry of finance
(which financedthe first two) came under commongovernmeh However these
offices were not held accountable to a superior imperial parliament butanl
delegations comprising people, which meant that actually they were
overseen by the ruler himself. This structure bore several dysfunctions. These
appearin the ironic work of Robert Musil,The Man Without Qualitiés In this
novel he refers to Austddungary as Kakania (derived from the German
abbrevation K und K — kaiserlich und koniglich), which country, although
constitutional, is virtually controlled by the emperor byanual override
Although it features a parliamentary system, its parliament is closed mds of t
time (at least the one in Vienna) due to the obstruction of the oppositionsiAt fi
glance the ethnic conglomerate of the Danube Yati& not constitute an
economic and political unity, and it could be described as having loose internal
cohesion. It was held together by the loyalty to the ruler dynagtyhe large
military, the aristocracy, thelergy and by bureaucracylhe fear ofan imperial
Germany and an expansive Russia served as a cohesive force as well.

The challenges of modemation for regions with dissimilar level of
development resulted in an unequal competition, which meant unevenly
proportioned shares from the colleetiachievements. It is without doubt that
behind the criticism formulated by gentilitial politiciarswhich pertains to the
dualist systemto the democratic forms of separation of pow&sssocial justice-
lay the demand for positional and economic igselt follows that the biggest
problem of the dualist Monarchyas nationalismwhich invigorated the Western
nation states, but acted asdestructive force all along ithe case of Austria
Hungary.

This is the reason why | choose tteationsbetweenthe different nations
living on the territory of therapire, the history of cohabitation and conflias the
guidedines of my reasoning. And | cite with some polaged intention— those
South Slavic and Czech politicians, who with thgurpose of building an
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independent state amd convindng the Western public opinion called the Austro
Hungarian Empire as thigprison of folks. But was itreally?

The conflicts and feelingsf dislike hadhad without doubt a wide historical
background, andnless weemembethese our questioncan notbe answered. For
this reasonwe have to look backmothe tragic battle of Mddts, in 1526. As a
result of that, the countrybroke into three parts. These were hie Ottoman
occupation zone, the Transylvanian Principalitgd in tlose times by the
Hungarian majority, and the remainikghgdom n NorthWest.) One group of the
Hungarian noblesfferedthe throne of Saint Steven the Habsburgs, who were
relativesof the Arpad-dynasty on the femalkne. This was suppose® give a
bigger chance toepelthe Ottoman army. Butluring the twehundred years long
war against thé@ttomanEmpire the remaining parts of Hungary was kept as a
theatre of war, or thpeacefulterritories as pillage. Howevdn this struggle the
Hungarians who lived mainly on the lowlandsad to bring aremendouslood
sacrifice, and became mingritin their own country. The earlier not really
numerous minorities were able to survive the permanent wiireimore secure
mountainareas on theeriphaies. The Viennese government tried to strengthen
the defence forces by resettlements, whiets supposed tancreasethe treasury
incomes as well on this abandoned territory. Consequently, the Hungarians were
disadvantagedor abouta half a centurycompaed tothe Gatholic Germans and
Orthodox Serbs. Moreover, the so calldtbntierborder guard was orgarsed
from the privileged Serbs, Craeats, Romanians and Albanians, to supervise them.
So, thisdivide et impera policy was very effective against tiéungarians, who
were rebelling for their constitutionklw and religiousgpolitical rights.

The confrontation started to ease when @eemanist policy of the ongoing
absolute monarchy pushed the inner nationalities to ask for lihacal of the
Hungariars. But thenationalism that appeared divilian movements polased the
clashes. The Hungarian gentr based on their political experience gained in
public administration- started alegal struggle in the first decades of ti&"
century for the modergition and democraation of the country. This peripdlso
called aghe ‘Reformerd, achievedspectacular result§ hesecould beattributed
mainly to their programme of commomurden sharing, in which they gave up
voluntarily their privileges. This piod is also the era of th@ational awakenirg
of the different natiors of the Empire, who were looking in quia® ambivalent
way at the reformer Hungarianas examples to follow, but they used them to form
an imageof the enemy to shape their natiooharacteristics as well.

The forming national consciousness of @matans, Slovaks and Serlgas
largelyinfluencedby theirplace of origin. They started to mentithre Hungarians,
who entered the Carpathian basin in tfecéntury asa kind of barbarian horde
which pulled apart the peaceful Slavic people into three parts. It is not aatident
that many (re)unification and independence plans startdédritoin this period



The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy — * The Prison of Folks'? 9

theseconsidered the Russian Empire asdhé sovereigrfrom the point of vew
of leadership or support.

The panSlavic doctrines advertised by Jan Kollar and others were inspiring
for the domestic nationalitiesid threatening for the Hungarians, who were able to
gain some experienad the ‘Pax Russicawhenthe freedom fight$n 1849were
put down with Russian helfThe Hungarian literaturef this period wagnslaved
to the vision ofthe death of thenation.)

The nationalitiesintellectuals bolstered the equality with the Hungarians not
just with the demographic power of th&lavic people but — in the spirit of
romantiésm — with their aristocratic origin. Opposito the HungariansHunnish-
Turk origins the Slovaks clungnto theidea of theBig Moravian Empirecreated
by the Franksthe Croaans used the conception of Romanlllyrian pool; the
Romanians connected themselwvéth the militant Da@ns (This last nation did
not pass to identify themselves as the successors of the Roman culture in Eastern
Europe.)

In a little while however,they applied some pragmatpolitical programs:
parallel with theDacoRomanrRomaniancontinuity theory worked out by Greek
Catholic priests the so calle@reat Romania’unification prograrme was created
in 1838in Walachia, which was under Turkish and Russian control and which
counted orthe be&-away of Transylvania.

The SerbiaMinister of Interior, llija GaraSanin, wrote very tactically 1844
that the Hungariaefforts for independence ato be supported because without
the Austrians it would be easier to take away those bardaswhich were partly
populated by Serbs. (To support this approdeh linguist Vuk Karadzi¢ wrote
some basic ideology, namely thsvi i svuda, which means‘everybody,
anywhere’, meaning that every soil is Serbian if even just one Serb lives there.)

At the same time hen GaraSanits plansemergedin 1844,the Hungaria
parliament accepted the law introducing the Hungarian as official language,
exchangingthe earlier used Latin. This decisicauseda huge outcry among the
nationalities. @ quoe Istvdn Széchenyi, thegreatestHungarian’, who talking
about the assimiteon warned that showing a good example waaiflactother
nationalitiesand induce them to join Hungampluntaily. (A good example for
this is the Galician Jews’ rapid integration and existential and legal @eivant.)

Despite the above mentioned difficulties it is hard to explain why the
domestic nationalities decided to turn against the first responsiblgaHan
government’s democratic decisiors confirmed by the king— in 1848. (For
example the autonomous BaraCroatian— government didn’t anounce the law
of March: it introduedits provisions with great celebrations in Croatia.)

We know two reasons dhat The first onewas the personal rights which
were offered in the framework of liberalisneely and independentlfrom mother
tongue oreligion. Howeverthe Serbs, Romanians and Slovaks claimed collective
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rights, which were unacceptable in the unfavourable demographic poditiba o
Hungarians and in the nstof the theoretial/realistic threat of PaBlavism. The
other reason withoutloubt was the cynical politics of Vienna.The nationality
leaderswere probably pressurised $tand up against the Hungarians, ahdrtly,
with their help the violent busting of the legitimate Hungagavernmenstarted
One of he contemporas, Karl Marx rated the situation togaying that the
nationalities opposing the democrat Hungarians be@ownfortable tooin the
handsof the Viennese reactiotndeed,a heroic strugglestartedformally with the
attack of the Ser@roatianborder guard regiments, in whidight the Hungarian
defenceforces defeated the world’s strongest army. But there were some very
painful scenes, for example the Serb and Romanian free troops’ terrdtiesctiv
turned into genocide. (Such were the atrocities of the ¢jasrin OldSerbia
against the Hungarian inhabitants of Szenttamas, Tiszafdldvar and Zetha, or
massacrecommitted byRomanian insurgents in ZalatnBhese and somether
very similar actions naturaid the termswild rA&c¢ and ‘wild oldh’ in Hungarian
language which were strengthened by the chronicles of the past massacres
Yugoslavia) We dona claim that there werano sanctions from the Hungarian
side, but we have to qualifjhe statements of. J. P. Taylor who wrote the
monograph about the Marchy, asvery hostile he pronouncethatthe overheated
nationalistHungarians led by Kossutltonvinced the Hungarian soldiers that they
wereable to defend the country in just one why:killing everyone who doesn’t
speaktheir language (Taylor 1998:96). We deny this too, because the Germans
living in the countrywere on the side othe Hungarians (excepor those who
lived in Transylvania)as washe crucial majority of Jews and Slovakxcellent
Serb, Crodaan, Romanian and Austrian officers weserving in the general staff.
Besides this, in 1849 Kossuth was able to bind a peace agreement with the
Romanian representatives. In the decades of the emigratigoroneoted the
conceptof aDanubian Confederation, which was offered by him as the appafsi
the dualist solution.

The bothersome remembrancel848 and 184%vas shadowing theelations
between Hungarians and neHungarians. However, the national movements
earned rewaravith the same actions which broughtnishmento the Hungarias
some leaders of the nationalities were honoured and ténetorial unit called
‘Vajdashg’ wasestablishedn Serbia.

Military administration andninformer systenwasintroducedand the usage
of the German language was enforgeg@ublic administration. (Thaewy formed
province,wherethe Serbians gavgust one quarter ahe inhabitantswas standing
only for eleven years and it was practically governed from Vienna.)

The officers of theHungarian noble administration wiasted againghe new
absolutism wee replaced mostly bpnesbrought from the' eternal provinces
(The mainly Czech and Slovenid®Bach hussars who were dressed upin
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Hungarian style clothes, gained their nickname from the fedffulister of
Interior.)

If we considerunfair the comrantsof the Austrian historian, Erik Zélner,
about the compromise talks, namely timahis opinion®it was not possible to keep
up with and satisfy the Hungariahdt has to bestatedthat the Hungarian political
elite, which found a berth in 186judgedits opportunities wrongly in long term.

Against the liberal political experiments it adheretbased on the western
nation states’ exampleto the model of the ‘Hungarian political nation’. $ased
on the eight hundred years @ommonwealth’it accepte only the Croaan
nation’s political equalityand provided for them wide autonomy, secured by the
Hungarian€roatan compromisan 1868 This agreement meant the maximum of
concessions for Hungariatmt atthe same time the minimum for the Croatian
partner. Ayainst tle nationswhich were called bytto Baueras ‘nationswithout
history, the Hungarianemphasisedheir own capability of state orgasation and
theblood sacrificeahey brought defending their sovereigrin the past

Thisway ofthinking is visible in the law p nationalitiesof 1868 Half of the
politicianswho took part in the drafting of thiaw, which process took up few
years, were expertn matters related tonationalities. Despite of this, some of their
suggestions- for examplethe proportional representatiordid nat come into force
based on the above mentioned reasons. These Wwawédcaused, according to the
Hungarianside aserious dangeto the state’s territorial integrity. Altogether, we
can say that this law served trexonciliation, and considering tle®ntemporary
Europe,it gavethe nationalities cultural and linguistic righto auniqudy great
extent Taylor wrotein his monographwith the exaggerationypical to him, that
“it is a great law andt is a pity that no points of it came to fruitidn(Taylor
1998:160).

In imperial Austria, on the other side tife river Leitha, the inteethnical
relations were charactedged by more conflicts andt the same time by more
compromises as well. Local nationalities, there bourgeois and resolute Czechs,
Poles and lItalians dd achievedthoseagainst the will of the German minority
which composed only one third of the population. Their movement'’s legal ground
was provided by the liberal $&ct of 1867, which guarant¢hepreservation of
national identity and culture for all ethnicities within the Empire.

At the beginninghe forces were balancethe German liberalswho formed
the Constitutional Party were controlling state and economic positions, dithoug
with 62% of the population Slavs made up the majoritthen‘Hereditary Lands
in 1910. Yet proportionally it was the Germans who paid the most tax and
demanded political leadership with assertiveness of an imperial masterthe/ith
help of the election system (salled’curialis systery) they could maintain their
majority of two thirds in the parliament. However, desgier privileged situation
they were quickly supplanted from power. Their fall was broughhbyetonomic
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crisis of 1873, which questioned their economic and political competanihe
very same time.

After temporary insecuritythe coalition of‘lron ring was formed, which
remained in power for an unusually long period of fourteen y&aesbass of the
Taaffegovernment (as it was oftaralled werethe Gatholic peasants, who were
loyal to the dynasty. This biasconsisted mainly of Czech, Polish, Slovenian and
Croatian conservative parties, whose support was linked to political stntes
Because of the above this pefo@lso called'messing aroundbrought moral
decline in politics. After the failure othe ftrialist attempt in 1871 the
approximately 6 million Czechs boycotted work in both the Prague based
provincial and in the imperial parliament of Vienna. Following sev&traet iots
they received broad official language rights in the partially German gtepul
BohemianMoravian Highlands anthey returned to parliamentary work Czech
language university was founded and with the help of central investments an
advanced industry as also created, while living on western European living
standards. On the top of these the so called young Czechs have consciously built
their western diplomatic network.

For supporting the government the 5 milli&oles were granted withthe
govermmentof Galicia, where they achieved spectacular successes, among others
the assimilaton of Ukrainians and Jews, while at the same time pexidany
prime ministers and common (k.u.k.) ministers. Although the one million Igalian
in Istria and Dalmatia weregferred to the Slavic majority living in the mentioned
areasthey consistently pursued unification with other Italian populated areas.

For the one million Slovenes, who were partially germanised anyway, less
would have sufficed. Yahe cancellatiomn behalf of the local German population
of the secondary school in Celpomised by the governmehirned themtoo
against the government. Later they formed the so cdfledth Slaic Club' with
the Croatian representativasd with some outside suppéndm theCzech.

The majority of the Germans loathed the central government of nationalities,
and abandoning their liberalism supported Georg von Schdnerer’s anticlerical and
anti-Semitic nationalists, and the p@erman idea. The political antagonisms
which broke the ‘iron ring’ brought frequent government &iséhe emperor Franz
Joseph | had some hard times finding the new supporters of dualism: the social
democrats who were using revolutionary phraseology yeeére loyal to the
dynasty, and the an8enitic Christian democrats.

This left leaning approach was supportive for a more flexible treatment of
nationalities. Two respected party lead&ar! Renner and Otto Bauer worked out
their concept for mixed population areas, later to be known as pesgoabmy.

1 It is interesting that the programme was made by two Jewish-perybers Otto Bauer and
Heinrich Friedjung, who were later removed from the party.
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This concept was successfully introduced in 1905 in the G2eciman populated
Moravia, followed by UkrainiatRomanian populated Bukovina in 1910. This
concept has somewhat eased ethnic tensions. As a result of increasing pressure
exercised by nationalist and pgovernmental parties, general male suffrage was
introduced in 1907. This step failed to bring sensible results as inlditharia
only two elections were held. As a result of the intensifying arms tlageaging
Franz Joseph often resed to his special authority: for exampléllowing an
opposition victory in Hungary he ordered the planning of a military occupation of
the country. International relations worsened in the closer vicinity too. [h3®@s

and around the beginning oftB0" century AustriaHungary fought a custom war
with both Romania and Serbia, which pursuédational unificatioh strategy. As

a result of the Congress of Berlin in 18 BbsniaHerzegovina was occupied by
the Monarchy. Yet the annexation in 1908sveaserious mistake, which invoked
the fury of not only theSouthSlavs, but the involved Turkey’'s and Russidfe
protector ofthe Slavs as well. Although both Italy and Romania had eembers

of the central powersincel1882 and 1883 respectively,thaxpressed their anger
and increased nationalist activities.thre wake of these steps the commander in
chief of the AustreHungarian armyConrad von Hétzendariirged a preventive
war on both precarious allies. In hindsight he had Ioegm since inWorld Warl

both stabbed the Dual Monarchy in the back.

The dynastic occupation increast@ inner national tensions as well. After
failing to achieve a greater Croatian unification, Croatia edrriowards
Yugoslavism as a consequenttngarians reserdethe condominium status of
BosniaHerzegovina since the annexatioms carried out referring to medieval
royal Hungarian legal precedent. Yet even at that time it washeotllbgical
annexation at stake, which further increased the number of minorities in #e Du
Monarchy,but the very existence of tlempire. No matter how many plans were
made by bureaucrats close to the “eithethrone to restructure the Dual
Monarchyinto a federationCharleslV was late. In 1918 it was way too late to
reform thedualist structure. Austriblungary was washed away by the forces
unleashed in 1914 following the assassination in Sarajevo.

The accomplished essayist Fererftd=wrote in his monograph: “... the dual
monarchy has not collapsed, but was decomposed intentionally” (Fejté 1997: 19)
by the forces of French megalomaraiad Italian, Romanian, Serbian nationalism.
It is symbolic that at the beginning of the epoch the leadeheofOld Czech
party, the historian Palacky wrote th@dthe Dual Monarchy not existed, it would
have to be invented in the own interest of smaller nations. His young compatriot
Edvard Benes, covering his real intentions with the Wiksgmincples issued the
destructive directive on his western campaitfdestroy AustriaHungary!” The
state which secured stability in Midelurope;wherein half a century the GDP
guadrupled, truth to be said not proportionathe state with a free presshere
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culture flourished where a number of global innovations were patentdtere
contrary to the new states ther@sweither double oppression nor economical
discrimination? Where ‘magyarsationi was so‘strong that only 23% of the
minorities spoke the state languagéhere Alexandru Vaid&oevod could call the
Magyars‘law defying scum from Asid"in the Parliament of Budapest (of course)
unpunished. Years later the very same person, as a leader of Greater Romania set
his former fatherland’s democratic system as an example to his-Caapathian
Romanian brotherSAnd maybe that is the point! All people lost something with
the collapse of the Dual Monarchy, yet not all of them realisedtite moment of

the breakup. And not only the Magyars feel thay, ripped to six pieces by the
Treaty of Trianon. The Magyars, who were the most numerous minority in Europe
until 1991 with 3 million compatriots living outside the fatherland, making
Hungary the only countryrothe continenthat issurrounded by itself.

Cooperation among peopét different levelsof development and mentality
was not free of conflicts, yet living together for centuries created rigisto
interdependence. Within thEmpire cultural and economic interactions created
stronger ties amondifferent nationalities than those with their relatives living on
the other side of the border, especially with those who were socialized in the
Ottoman Empiré. Centuries old division of labour and a huge imperial market,
protected by customs has alsoatesl a kindof material unity of interests. We do
not agree with sociologist ardinister of National Mnorities Oszkar Jaszi, who
called the coexistence of ethnicities within the Dual Monarchy simply a
“vegetative symbiosis of nationalitis"Truth to besaid the dual state indeed
lacked the constructive dynamism of homogenous nation states’ nationalism.

But was it really dprison of nation® Self reflexion is needed since as we
saw the Dual Monarchy was not perfect. Yet it is a typical example ofidlarx
internationalist and legalist traditioimhe successor states, responsifde tearing

2 Contrary to the above, in the successor states only Hungarian and German lanctnfiscated as
part of land reforms, and they paid quadruple taxes in Yugoslkavaday Lajps: Magyarok a
Délvidéken, Jugoszlavidban Budapest, 2002. BIR-p. 21.

3 See Bir6 Sandor: Kisebbségben és tdbbségben: romanok és magyarek9d®67 Bern, 1989.
Eurdpai Protestans Magyar Szabadegyetem, p. 262.

4 A similar situation happened to Stjepan Radi¢ and to the Serb Svtozar Pribidevi¢, who had burnt
Hungarian flags as students, yet later felt more fellowship with thelgpebphe deceased Dual
Monarchy than with their own brethren from the former Ottomapitm

® It is not a coincidence that citizens of the Serb Kingdom suspiciously referrémit brethren
living in Hungary asprecani meaning someone infected with a harmful dose of tolerance. After
World War 1, in the newly created Greater Romania it thesRomanian inhabitants of the annexed
Erdély (Transylvania) who suffered setbacks even though they were more developechieally
and more civilised than their Transcarpathian brethren of the motherland.

® The Prime Minister Jozef Redlich and KarlrRer, who were both experts in minorities had an
opposing opinion, along with general Conrad von Hétzendorf.
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the Empire apart are also uninterested in a dialectic approach. Even faméemyiti
causes. (It is probably no coincidence that their neighbourhood policies lare stil
based on the psychosist hurt you therefore |1 am insulted”, with a not well
disguisedanti-magyarisny)

Any objective bystander should come to the conclusion, especially after so
many decades, that the peace created by the victdEitaeste has not deed the
problems of Eas€entralEurope, the regiowith mixed ethnicity. As a side note
we have to add it has not even wanted to solve them! The similarlyettutical
successor states turned inside, their autocratic steps and rude heinggdfurts’
caused ever worsening relations among the nations in the region. So theasage w
set for German, laterSoviet expansion. The collapse of the three really multi
ethnical successors in the region (Soviet Union, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia
shows the digraceful failure of the Parisian peace system.

Yet the patriarchl aura ofthe golden ages, the legendary link between East
and West is still radiated by the buildings of that era: train terminadsjrts,
administrational buildings, coffee houses, Bdtiom Sarajevo to Lembgr(Lviv),
from Brassé (Brasov, Kronstadt) to Karlsbad (Karlovy Vary) and Triest.

The dual monarchy with all its contradictions held the promisoEastern
Switzerland yet the selfishness of its political elites and the fear of
dismemberment have kept it from becoming a federal democracy. Her ageing
beauty can not be overshadowed even by the European Union, even though we
hope that in the area of integration the EU reacfurther than the oriene
Austro-Hungarian Empire.

” To quote Tacitus: “They hate whom they have offended.” Well after gettingthvemeawo thirds of
Hungary, her neighbours are still afraid of any chance of autonomy, fearinguhe okannexed
territories. Fear leads to anger, anger leads to aggression. It is the rylehal@gy.

8 Their tools included confiscation of goods, limiting cultural and language riglitective
disfranchisemenfsee Beneslecrees), forced relocation, moreover genocide. (In Yugoslavia, Tito’s
partisans killed tens of thousands of Hungarian civilians in the winter of 1944/4%n@ueven
the completely Hungarian populated Csallékdz and Székelyfdld (Seklerdmadpanned from
autonomy. All Slovakian and Romanian governments have resisted angsstl such ‘subversive’
intentions. Apart from these, some states were successful in homogenigdtier World War I,
Poland and Czechoslovakia managed to evict almost 10 million Germans. Creosta chway
hundreds of thousands of Serbs with the complicity of the West in Operation Oluja)SEven
though after years of procrastination the leader of that, general Anteil@otous tried at the
International Courin Hague, the result remains the same.
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