Abstract
In its evaluation of the main political and cultural-social tendencies of the
Czechoslovak-Hungarian interwar relations, this dissertation aims to introduce a
new approach to investigating the forms, shapes and perspectives of relations that
in the crucial period between 1925 and 1932 reflected a sphere that was far more
significant than the political and economic spheres (these only reflected the current
interests of individual policies). This sphere, bringing an entirely new perspective
on research of Czechoslovak-Hungarian relations, was the internal level of the
Czechoslovak-Hungarian relationship – the relationship between Czechoslovak
society and its internal policy regarding activities of the Hungarian minority. In this
period, there was a diametric difference between these activities and official
Hungarian policy. This dissertation attempts to point out that which has until now
been ignored: in terms of internal organization and foreign policy goals, the two
states were distinctly incompatible (during the whole period between 1918 and
1939), whereas the internal Czechoslovak-Hungarian relations (the evolving
relationship between the majority and minority) indicated that there existed areas
and population groups that could have allowed for gradual cultural and social
convergence occurring outside the political sphere. However, this would only have
been possible if the majority had understood the historically and psychologically
predetermined integrity of the Hungarian cultural and language community
(magyarság), which is a value that was not (and still is not) reprogrammable in this
group of the population.
Czech and Slovak society had two different approaches to activities
regarding cooperation between Czech and Slovak culture and Hungarian culture
(be it minority culture in Czechoslovakia, or culture in the form of inter-state
cultural-social relations). The first approach can be simply characterized as arising
from “historical experience,” whose origins lie in the coexistence of Slovak and
Hungarian society before 1918, since the reverberations of this coexistence still
resounded in the Czechoslovak state. The second approach was evaluating the
activities of Hungarian society (after the creation of an independent Hungary in
1918) as a whole – thus not distinguishing between the behavior and social
activities of Hungarian minorities outside of Hungary, and Hungarian society and
its political and cultural-social manifestations inside Hungary itself. As a result of
the drastic politicalization of almost all spheres of social life in Czechoslovakia and
in Hungary, the possibility of cultural-social cooperation at a domestic or interstate level was completely sidetracked after 1918. The disputes that caused the
tension on both levels (internal and external) were caused by the inclusion of
regions into Czechoslovakia that the traditional social segments of Hungarian
society considered to be historically part of their state. The separation of these
regions, as well as the non-realization of international agreements (as was the case
of Subcarpathian Rus) thus made the realization of autonomy one of the key
arguments on the domestic political forum, as well as the subject of complaints on
the international forum (especially at the League of Nations). Although
Czechoslovak authorities quite legitimately argued for the need of integrated
administration and thus a need for state centralization, the inexistence of a strategy
and a viable time scheme for the fulfillment of legitimate demands deepened the
dispute, and provided Hungarian political leaders with valuable arguments about
not Czechoslovakia’s failure to honor its commitments and agreements. Another
problem related to the issue of Subcarpathian Rus was the effort for

decentralization in the Slovak lands. The unwillingness of central Czech authorities
to delimit competency to Slovak organs (beginning especially at end of the 1920s)
provided more ammunition for the ideologists behind Hungarian efforts at revision,
who had been speaking domestically and internationally about the oppression of
Slovaks and the great Czech conception, a plan that the Hungarians would never
have allowed, instead offering Slovaks a reversion and guaranteed autonomous
development. The extent to which this was in accordance with their policies before
1918 was no longer important. But unfortunately, these attacks undermined the
credibility of proactive segments of the Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia.
Towards the end of the first half of the 1920s, increased social activity of the
Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia brought about attempts to break through its
own external social isolation and internal passivity. These attempts did not focus
only on activating members of the Hungarian minority, but also intended to appeal
especially to Czech society through their cultural-social activities. These attempts
were motivated by the effort aiming to gradually ameliorate disputes that generally
resided in history, but were purposefully being used throughout the whole interwar
period to achieve political goals. In its relation with the Hungarian minority and its
activities, Czech society thus began to adopt the irreconcilable attitude of Slovaks,
especially of the conservative-national political representation, which considered
all activity of Czechoslovak Hungarians, throughout their affiliation with
Czechoslovakia, to be seditious and irredentist. However, under this simplified
understanding of the Hungarian minority’s activities in Czechoslovakia, its
cultural-social activities were unfortunately ignored and neglected – in many
aspects invaluable cultural-social manifestations by an ethnic group whose
activities at least partially contributed to the spread of awareness of Hungarian
culture among the Czech and Slovak populations.

