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On March 21, 1919, the democratic Hungarian government of 
Mihaly K^rolyi collapsed and gave way to the Hungarian Soviet 
Republic. In that year of the "Red Scare" the rise of the B£la Kun 
regime strengthened the spectre of world revolution. 

With the fall of the Karolyi regime, Hungary's first democratic 
experience met an untimely death. The direct cause of the govern-
ment's collapse was the renowned Vix Ultimatum, a French-inspired 
memorandum from the Paris Peace Conference. The note, delivered 
to the Hungarians on March 20, 1919, by the head of the French Mili-
tary Mission in Hungary, Brevet Lieutenant-Colonel Ferdinand Vix, 
seemed to letimitize Rumanian occupation of Transylvania. The crisis 
this development provoked in Hungary made some contemporary 
observers, among them the American General Tasker H. Bliss and the 
South African General Jan Smuts, believe that Rumanian occupation 
of Transylvania was a scheme of the Allied Supreme Commander, 
Marshal Ferdinand Foch, whose plan for an Allied attack on Russia 
required the placation of Rumania. 1 Historians of this period came to 
accept this view.2 

Since the Vix Ultimatum was delivered almost one month after its 
issuance in Paris, the selection of the date of its presentation has 
remained a m y s t e r y . 3 Recent publications have offered various expla-
nations why the French chose March 20 as the date to hand over the 
fateful document. In Hungary, Professor Sdndor Vaddsz has sugges-
ted that Colonel Vix was ordered by his superiors to transmit the 
memorandum on that date because French military preparations to 
enforce it had by then been c o m p l e t e d . 4 Tibor Hajdu, the best known 
authority on the Hungarian revolutions of 1989-1919, believes that the 
date was chosen because the Paris Peace Conference was ready then to 
reopen the disucssion of the invasion of Russia. According to this 
thesis, the French military leaders were preparing the ground for such 
an invasion by handing the ultimatum to the Hungarians.5 In the 
United States, the present author has concluded that the date of trans-
mittal was an arbitrary decision of Colonel Vix to reinforce his waning 
authority over the Hungarians.6 

The opening of the archives of the French Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs for 1918 to 1929 in the summer of 1972 shed new and startling 
light on the affair. It is now evident that the Allied forces in eastern 
Europe under the command of General Louis Franchet d'Esperey were 
not ready to transmit the memorandum to the Hungarians in the 



middle of March. It was only on the urgent orders of the French 
Premier and Minister of War, Georges Clemenceau, that Franchet 
d'Esperey had it delivered then. Clemenceau's orders were prompted 
by a sudden crisis in southern Russia where Allied troops under 
French command were being defeated by the Red Army. To obtain 
quick reinforcements from neighbouring Rumania, Clemenceau had 
to pay off the Rumanians at once with the Transylvanian territory 
they coveted. Thus the Allied authorisation of the occupation of 
Transylvania by the Rumanians, and the fall of the K^rolyi regime 
were precipitated not by French intentions of attacking Russia but by 
the need to protect Allied troops already in the Ukraine. 

Direct French intervention in Rumania began in the aftermath of 
Rumania's defeat by Germany. In October, 1918, General Henri 
Berthelot was ordered to bring Rumania back into the war either by 
persuasion or by f o r c e . 7 Berthelot's French troops were part of the 
Allied Army of the Orient under the command of General Franchet 
d'Esperey in the Balkans. Berthelot was responsible to Franchet 
d'Esperey for his orders. With the approach of the armistice with 
Germany, which came one day after Rumania's re-entry into the war, 
Berthelot's responsibility was broadened. On November 2, he was 
appointed to command the Allied interventionist forces in southern 
Russia. For his activities in Russia he was directly responsible to the 
Minister of War and to the General Staff, but his military mission in 
Rumania and his troops in occupied Rumania and Transylvania, now 
named the Army of the Danube, remained subordinate to General 
Franchet d'Esperey, who was in command of the whole Balkan 
theater, Hungary and Rumania included. 

The division of Berthelot's responsibility indicates that for the 
French leaders the destruction of Bolshevism in Russia was more 
pressing than the political and military situation in the Balkans. 
Berthelot's task in Russia was the progressive invasion of Russian 
territory, including occupation of the ports of Odessa, Nikolaev and 
Sevastopol on the Black Sea and of Taganrog on the Sea of Azov. 
Inland his advance was expected to reach the Dnieper and Donets 
region where Allied detachments were to give advice and material 
support to the anti-Communist White f o r c e s . 9 

French intervention in Russia began on December 18 with the 
landing of 1,800 French troops at O d e s s a . 1 0 I n his zeal to find allies 
for intervention, Clemenceau even supported Rumania's participation 
in the Peace Conference as a minor ally. This was a volte-face for the 
French leader, who had earlier claimed that he could not accept 
Rumania as an ally because it had signed a separate peace treaty with 
the Central Powers on May 7, 1918. H On December 29 the French 
foreign minister, Stephen Pichon, announced in the Chamber of 



Deputies in Paris that the Rumanian army was being reorganized and 
ready to intervene in Russia. That a territorial bounty had to be paid 
for the Rumanian support was implicit in Pichon's view that the 
organization of the states in central Europe could not be based on self-
determination. France's aim was to create strong east European allies 
—a stance justified as the victor's right over the vanquished. Clemen-
ceau supported Pichon by stating that he pinned his faith on a system 
of alliances to preserve the peace of Europe.12 

Pichon's public statement was preceded by instructions to the 
French ambassador in Bucharest to express the French government's 
support for Rumania's presence at the Peace Conference as an ally. 
The Rumanians were being told that the Secret Treaty of Bucharest 
had been annulled by the Peace Treaty of Bucharest of May 7, 1918. 
Pichon, however, had promised the Rumanians that the French would 
ask the Allies to support Rumanian demands based on the Secret 
Treaty.13 Still, France's rejection of Rumanian claims rooted in the 
Secret Treaty of Bucharest was significant, for the Rumanians were in 
the process of advancing into western Transylvania, an area promised 
them in the Secret Treaty. The Belgrade Military Convention of 
November 13, 1918, between Franchet d'Esperey and the Hungarians, 
however, had clearly stated that it was for Hungary to administer the 
area unless the Peace Conference decided the fate of Transylvania 
otherwise.14 Rumania's advance was supported by General Berthelot, 
much to the despair of Colonel Vix in Budapest, whose role was to 
oversee Hungarian observance of the terms of the Belgrade conven-
tion. General Berthelot, who was in Budapest in January, informed 
Vix that he considered the Belgrade convention arbitrary and voiced 
his support for Rumanian expansion. To Vix and his superiors, 
Berthelot's behaviour seemed insubordinate. 15 On January 13, 1919, 
Franchet d'Esperey lodged a complaint that Berthelot seemed to be 
disregarding Clemenceau's orders and acting on his own rather than 
under his (Franchet d'Esperey's) command.16 Franchet d'Esperey 
buttressed his complaint by claiming that Berthelot's actions were 
weakening central authority in Hungary and would facilitate the 
progress of Bolshevism there. 17 

General Berthelot, who was aware of the assailability of his 
attitude, tried to gain Clemenceau's support by arguing that Rumania 
must be treated generously because of her proximity to Russia. 
Berthelot called the Hungarians the enemies of France and asked for a 
Transylvanian boundary unfavorable to Hungary which would also 
make Rumania pro-French and a virtual French colony. He also 
reminded Clemenceau that the Rumanians had re-entered the war: by 
doing so they had fulfilled France's wishes and, as a result, deserved to 
be treated as old allies. 18 What Berthelot was really seeking was 
Clemenceau's explicit support of the Secret Treaty of Bucharest. 



The French leader's reply was not long in coming. He expressed 
the view that the Rumanian Peace Treaty with the Central Powers 
annulled original Allied commitments to Rumania. She had also 
co-operated with the enemy with her annexation of Russian Bessara-
bia. Thus, he concluded, Rumania was treated very fairly when it was 
invited to the Peace Conference as a minor ally. As for the boundaries 
drawn by the Belgrade convention, Clemenceau upheld them as a 
military demarcation line. In support of General Franchet d'Esperey 
he called on General Berthelot not to act as a broker for Rumania, and 
either to obey his orders or request his own recall. 19 When Count 
August Saint-Aulaire, the French Ambassador to Bucharest, came to 
Berthelot's defense, the angry premier accused the general of sounding 
like a Rumanian statesman rather than an impartial judge of the 
Rumanian situation.20 

Clemenceau's heated messages indicate that in January, when 
French intervention in southern Russia was proceeding smoothly, 
even without Rumanian help, he took Franchet d'Esperey's warning 
seriously. The threat of Bolshevism and anarchy in Hungary forced 
Clemenceau to retreat from his previous stand on Rumania which was 
now seen as causing rather than stopping the spread of communism. 
Even Berthelot's strange reference to French colonial opportunities 
seemed to have little impact, but perhaps this was due to a general 
assumption that the Balkans would fall into the French sphere of 
influence anyhow.21 

The complaint about Berthelot's behaviour forced Clemenceau to 
reinstate his earlier orders delineating the areas of responsibility of 
Franchet d'Esperey and Berthelot. The former was in charge of super-
vising all armistices in eastern Europe, and was also ordered to see to 
it that the territorial status quo was not disturbed in Transylvania or 
elsewhere in Hungary. This explicit order was necessary since, despite 
the Belgrade convention, frontier changes were being made in 
Slovakia on Czechoslovak government initiative.22 

Clemenceau confirmed that Berthelot was chief of the French 
Army of the Danube in Rumania, subordinate to Franchet d'Esperey, 
and in charge of troops in southern Russia, where he had three French, 
one Italian and three Greek divisions under him. The Rumanians were 
to contribute as many troops there as Berthelot deemed necessary. As 
before, Berthelot was directly responsible to Clemenceau and Foch for 
his activities in Russia, but his supplies in Russia were in the hands of 
Franchet d'Esperey, who therefore also had some influence over his 
activities t h e r e . 2 3 

Clemenceau's critical attitude toward Rumanian expansion did 
not really jeopardize French influence in Rumania, for the other great 
powers regarded Rumania's aggrandizement by force of arms with far 
greater disapproval. On January 25, the Peace Conference adopted 



President Wilson's resolution against the use of armed force "to gain 
possession of territory, the rightful claim to which the Peace 
Conference is to be asked to determine."24 Next, the Supreme Council 
referred Rumania's territorial claims to a "Commission for the Study 
of Territorial Questions Relating to Rumania." The eight-member 
panel of French, British, Italian and American experts was to examine 
Rumania's claims on its four neighbours—Russia, Serbia, Bulgaria 
and Hungary. 

But the Rumanians disregarded both Wilson's call for peace and 
the new commission; they continued to advance into Hungarian terri-
tory. By February 14 they had pushed their front to the line of 
Mdramarossziget (Sighet) through Zilah (ZSlSu), Csucsa (Cuca) and 
Nagysebes (Sebej) to the Szamos (Someful) river. According to 
Franchet d'Esperey, their ultimate aim was to occupy lands southeast 
of the Tisza accorded to them by the Secret Treaty of Bucharest. Thus 
he saw war between the Rumanians and Hungarians as being near. 
The Hungarians fielded 5,000 troops to repel any further advance in 
the area of Csucsa (Cuca). To prevent a bloody imbroglio, the general 
requested his superiors to draw a demarcation line that would 
separate the two belligerents by a zone occupied by French troops. 
This was necessary, he argued, as the Rumanians' past, uncontested 
advances had whetted their appetite and they were now regarded by 
the Hungarians as deliberately violating the Belgrade convention.25 

The Supreme Council's Rumanian commission, which began to 
work out a frontier between Hungary and Rumania on February 11,26 
received Franchet d'Esperey's urgent appeal the following d a y . 2 7 It 
realized that in order to avoid conflict a neutral zone would have to be 
set up. The experts of the commission proposed the establishment of a 
zone which would put the Hungarians behind a line running ten kilo-
meters west of Vasarosnam^ny, the junction of the Kis Kortfs and 
Nagy K6r6s rivers, Algy<5 and north of Szeged. The Rumanians were 
to halt their troops ten kilometers east of Szatmirn&meti (Satu-Mare) 
Nagyvarad (Oradea) and Arad. 

When the Supreme Military Council took up the recommenda-
tion, the military leaders in Versailles suggested certain changes. On 
February 19, 1919, General Alby, Chief of the French General Staff, 
spoke of the military aspects of the zone. He said that in the light of 
the need to re-establish order, it would be wise to renounce the 
military convention of Belgrade and to draw a new demarcation line 
between Rumania and Hungary. He argued that the lines proposed by 
the Rumanian commission left in the neutral zone such important rail 
centers as Nagyvarad (Oradea), Nagykaroly (Carei) and Szatmirn£-
meti (Satu-Mare)—cities that conrolled Transylvania's lifeline. If the 
Rumanians were to fight against Bolshevism in Transylvania, it was 
illogical to deny them these communication centers. He also claimed 



that, since French troops were to occupy Arad, they could not occupy 
the other cities because Berthelot would have to send his troops to 
southern Russia. Rumanian occupation of the rail centers would 
therefore be n e c e s s a r y . 2 8 

It has been argued that the French military view of the shape of 
the neutral zone was an organic part of the military plans of the Allied 
Supreme Commander, Marshal Foch, who was intent on destroying 
Bolshevism in Russia. Indeed, by February 17, the French General 
Staff had circulated a seven-page "Plan of Action in Russia." The first 
step in this project was to encircle Russia. In the north, this was to be 
done by organizing a Polish army strengthened by the return of Polish 
troops from France. In the south, an allied force made up of three 
French, three Greek, one English, one Italian and two Rumanian divi-
sions would occupy the Ukraine and reconquer the Donets basin from 
the Bolsheviks. The second step included the organization of a Russian 
army from the prisoners of war in Germany and from Russian troops 
in France, Algeria and Macedonia. The last step was to be a general 
offensive that would enable the White Russian troops to destroy the 
Red Army before the winter of 1919-1920. The plan concluded with 
the observation that it was necessary to know how much support the 
Allied states were willing to give to the venture.29 It seems that con-
cessions to Rumania were motivated by Foch's wish to transfer the 
Danubian Army to the offensive against the Bolsheviks and to 
encourage the Rumanians to follow suite by catering to their designs 
on Transylvania. 

The question of the neutral zone was put on the agenda of the 
Council of Ten on February 21, 1919. In the absence of the leaders of 
the Big Four, the Allied representatives accepted the arguments of the 
military specialists in Versailles and requested them to work out the 
final details of the military plan.30 

According to the Supreme Military Council in Versailles, the 
neutral zone was to be policed by troops of two-battalion strength 
with some cavalry regiments to maintain order. The limits of the 
Hungarian withdrawal were a line "leaving the Tisza five kilometers 
northwest of Visdrosnam£ny, passing five kilometers to the west of 
Debrecen to three kilometers west of Devavanya and continuing west 
of Gyoma, five kilometers west of Hddmez5vas5rhely and Szeged, 
rejoining the old frontier south of Szeged." In this area the cities of 
Szeged and Arad were to be under French o c c u p a t i o n . 3 1 

The Rumanians were to have an eastern demarcation line that 
followed the main road from Arad to Nagyszalonta (Salonta) and the 
Nagyvarad (Oradea)—Nagykaroly (Carei)—Szatmarn&neti (Satu-
Mare) railway line. The three rail centers were excluded from 
Rumanian occupation but "were available for the use of Rumanian 
troops and Rumanians living in the areas controlled by the Allies, for 



economic purposes." The northern limits of the demarcation line 
followed the river Szamos (Some^ul). The Peace Conference adopted 
the final version of the plan on February 26.32 

Since the establishment of the neutral zone was a military matter, 
the decision of the Peace Conference was transmitted by Clemenceau 
to Franchet d'Esperey on March 1, 1919, for execution.33 On March 
5, the Allied Commander in the Orient informed Berthelot of the 
decision. Berthelot was to pass it on to the Rumanians but it was to be 
kept from the Hungarians. Franchet d'Esperey also requested 
Berthelot to ask the Rumanians not to act prematurely and to wait for 
Franchet d'Esperey to give them the date to move forward. Berthelot 
was to supply Franchet d'Esperey with information on the disposition 
of the Rumanian troops that would move into Transylvania so that he 
(Franchet d'Esperey) could plan a date for the Hungarian withdrawals 
to begin. Franchet d'Esperey also saw the need to inform Paris of the 
date of execution of the Allied plan. 

Franchet d'Esperey, who was weary of Berthelot's tendency to 
disregard his orders, told him that immediate responsibility for the 
French troops in Hungary was with General de Lobit in Belgrade, the 
commander of the French Army of Hungary. It was he who was 
empowered to handle the final details of executing the plan, which 
was to be supervised by an officer appointed by Franchet d'Esperey. 
With this in mind, Franchet d'Esperey warned Berthelot not to send to 
Hungary any missions that would duplicate the tasks of General de 
Lobit.34 

Franchet d'Esperey seemed to have been disappointed by the 
generous temporary demarcation line accorded the Rumanians. It 
appears that he had expected the approval of his proposed neutral 
zone, pushing the Rumanians back to their old line between 
Nagybcinya (Baia-Mare) and Kolozsvar (Cluj). After all, he did not 
believe in the Rumanian bogey of Bolshevism in Transylvania and had 
been opposed to French intervention in Russia f rom the start.35 

Having seen Rumania's unauthorized advances legitimized in 
Paris, Franchet d'Esperey began to assume that the memorandum of 
February 26 would lead to the permanent award of Transylvania to 
the Rummanian ally. He also believed that such a development would 
lead to war between Rumania and Hungary, therefore Rumania had 
to continue to mobilize to war. He felt that the Rumanians should 
organize eight divisions to face the six divisions that were allowed to 
Hungary under the armistice arrangements. Franchet d'Esperey 
warned Berthelot to make sure that the Rumanians did not withdraw 
troops from Bessarabia and Dobruja, leaving those areas vulnerable 
to attack.36 

General Franchet d'Esperey's concern about Rumania's prepared-
nedd in Bessarabia was occasioned by a sudden turn in the fortunes of 



the antibolshevik coalition in southern Russia. On March 1, Franchet 
D'Esperey had informed Clemenceau and Foch that contingents of the 
Ninth Red Army under Colonel A.I. Yegorov were advancing on a 
front stretching from Troiskaya to Pekatchevo. According to intelli-
gence reports, they were to be reinforced by the 20,000 men of the 
First Army supported by artillery.37 Thus at a time when Marshal 
Foch was looking to Rumanian intervention in southern Russia, the 
Red Army was threatening to carry the war into Rumania and 
recapture Bessarabia. 

The change of circumstances in Russia also brought a change in 
Clemenceau's attitude. When on March 1 General Berthelot formally 
requested his recall from Rumania, Clemenceau's reply lacked the 
acerbity of his communications in January. He told Berthelot that the 
situation in the east had become more delicate and for this reason he 
could not terminate Berthelot's mission. Rather, he suggested that 
Berthelot should come to Paris at a convenient time for an inter-
view. 38 

Clemenceau's temperate response to Berthelot must have upset 
Franchet d'Esperey, for he went out of his way to discredit Berthelot 
by blaming the crisis in Russia on him. He reported that, at a time 
when no reinforcements were arriving from France and the power of 
the Allied forces was being reduced by attrition, Berthelot encour-
aged Rumania's expansion in Transylvania. As a result, there was a 
shortage of troops in Bessarabia at this critical juncture.39 

By the time Franchet d'Esperey had filed his new attack on 
Berthelot, the situation in southern Russia had deteriorated further. In 
February the Allied troops had occupied Tiraspol, Kherson and 
Nikolaev. On March 10 the pro-Bolshevik forces of Ataman 
Grigoriev retook Kherson, and by March 14 Nikolaev had fallen. 
Soon the Reds were advancing on Odessa.40 

General Franchet d'Esperey proposed to his superiors in Paris a 
new line of Bessarabian defense along the Dniester river. He saw the 
need to put the Rumanian army and the Allied forces under a unified 
command and proposed General Berthelot for the job so that 
Berthelot himself might try to undo the errors he had committed. If 
Berthelot still failed, Franchet d'Esperey nominated General Degoutte 
to head a single general staff that would include the Rumanian army 
under its command.41 

On March 12, Franchet d'Esperey sped another telegram to 
Clemenceau about the Russian situation. He said he was aware that 
Berthelot was directly responsible to Clemenceau for Russia but, 
according to his orders of January 28, he was in charge of operations 
in the east and they were being threatened by the developments in 
Russia. The Allied commander stated that it was no longer a question 
of marauding bands of Bolsheviks but of well-organized and well-



disciplined troops under strong command who were imposing order 
on the chaotic situation in southern Russia. He added that local xeno-
phobia was eroding the morale of the Allied troops. The indigenous 
population was hostile to them and had shot many in the back in 
Kherson as the Red Army was approaching. He warned that repetition 
of such incidents in Odessa, a city of 900,000, could have dangerous 
consequences. 42 

Clemenceau's reply came the following day. He ordered Berthelot 
to deploy Rumanian troops in defense of the Tiraspol-Razdelnaya-
Odessa railway line, which was considered a vital link in Odessa's 
defense, and promised to send several battalions of French infantry to 
reinforce the city.43 On March 14, new directives cancelled Berthe-
lot's visit to Paris. Apparently Clemenceau also became convinced 
that Berthelot's powers should be limited. Thus using the excuse of 
Berthelot's complaint that direct communications between Bucharest 
and Paris were poor, Clemenceau relieved him of his Russian 
command. Provisionally, Clemenceau appointed Franchet d'Esperey 
to command the Allied forces in southern Russia.44 The contest 
between Berthelot and Franchet d'Esperey thus ended in victory for 
the latter. For the first time, all the Allied forces in eastern Europe 
were truly under the command of one man. 

The new emergency in Russia gave the Rumanians a fresh oppor-
tunity to pressure the French for concessions over Hungary. The same 
day Berthelot lost his Russian command a member of the Rumanian 
delegation to the Peace Conference, Victor Antonescu, sent a memo-
randum to Clemenceau stressing the obvious—the possibility of an 
attack on the Rumanians by the Bolsheviks. He asserted that, accord-
ing to Rumanian intelligence reports, the Hungarians had reached an 
accord with the Bolsheviks in the Ukraine and were about to launch 
their own offensive against Rumania. This claim was completely 
baseless, but it provided the grounds to argue that Rumania was now 
encircled and had become the last bastion against Bolshevism. 
Antonescu therefore requested stronger Allied support for Rumania. 

Having identified the Hungarians as allies of the Reds, Anto-
nescu's memorandum went on to complain of Franchet d'Esperey's 
slow handling of the Peace Conference's decision of February 26. He 
claimed that, while Franchet d'Esperey was looking for a suitable 
French officer to supervise the Peace Conference's order, the Hunga-
rians were stripping Transylvania and spreading Bolshevik agitation. 
These charges were also baseless, but they bolstered his request for 
immediate action to stop the Hungarians. Antonescu said that, since 
the Reds in the Ukraine and Hungarians were allies, a commander was 
needed to take charge of the Ukraine, Transylvania and Hungary. He 
suggested Bucharest for headquarters.45 



There is little doubt that Antonescu's candidate for the job was 
General Berthelot whose headquarters were in Bucharest and whose 
Hungarophobia was well known. What Antonescu had not 
anticipated, however, was that Berthelot would be relieved of his 
duties in the Ukraine on the self-same day he delivered his memoran-
dum to Clemenceau. Nevertheless, in the atmosphere of antibolshevik 
hysteria in Paris, Antonescu's unfounded accusations had their effect. 
That very day Clemenceau sent new orders to Franchet d'Esperey 
about the Peace Conference's February 26 decision. Using almost 
exactly the same words as Antonescu's memorandum, Clemenceau's 
new orders referred to the Hungarian's scorched-earth policy in Tran-
sylvania and urged Franchet d'Esperey to put the Peace Conference's 
decision into effect without further delay. Clemenceau also proposed 
to organize a mixed commission of French, Hungarian and Rumanian 
members to see that his orders were executed.46 

The reason for Clemenceau's sudden support for Rumania's 
appeal for the swift implementation of the February 26 decision is 
clear. In the light of Franchet d'Esperey's reports, it is unlikely that 
Clemenceau was taken in by the invention of a Hungarian-Bolshevik 
alliance. Rather, the French leader wanted to make sure that the 
Rumanians were rewarded for their intended support of the troubled 
Allies in southern Russia. The price for Rumania's loyalty was the 
speedy occupation of areas accorded to them by the Peace Confer-
ence. 

Franchet d'Esperey's first act as the new commander of the Allied 
forces in Russia was to ask Clemenceau to recall General Berthelot 
from Rumania. He claimed that Berthelot was fatigued and discour-
aged and should be replaced by General Degoutte. He again requested 
that the Rumanian army be put under his own command. He argued 
that only the Commander in Chief of the Allied Army of the Orient 
was able to oversee the whole eastern theater and could deploy the 
Rumanian troops in such way that the Transylvanian operation 
would not hurt the situation in Russia.47 

While Franchet d'Esperey was awaiting a reply from Clemenceau 
that would remove his nemesis from Bucharest, he went about fulfil-
ling the order regarding Hungary. On March 19 Franchet d'Esperey 
ordered General de Lobit in Belgrade to transmit the February 26 
decision to the Hungarians. At the same time, he appointed General 
de Gondrecourt to deliver the Allied demarche to President Mih&ly 
Karolyi. 

The boundaries of the neutral zone troubled Franchet d'Esperey 
as they troubled de Lobit, who as early as March 7 had proposed 
extending the zone to the Hungarian frontier in the Carpathians. Their 
reason was to prevent a Rumanian-Hungarian clash in Ruthenia, 
above the neutral zone designated by the Peace Conference. Franchet 



d'Esperey therefore ordered de Lobit to expand the neutral zone all the 
way to G a l i c i a , 4 8 including the city of Munk^cs (Mukachevo), an 
area claimed by Edvard Bene? for the Czechoslovaks. 

Franchet d'Esperey's order enlarging the neutral zone should have 
been cleared by the Peace Conference first, but there was no time for 
that. Clemenceau's order brooked no delay. So Franchet d'Esperey 
asked Clemenceau to have the change in the neutral zone approved by 
the Peace Conference ex post facto, and make it appear to the Hunga-
rians that it was part of the original Allied demand.49 In his eagerness 
to execute Clemenceau's wishes and to ensure that Rumanian troops 
would be available to fight the Russians and not the Hungarians, he 
wanted Clemenceau to present the Allies with a fait accompli. This 
way it would be the task of the Allies, rather than French troops, to 
coerce Hungary into accepting the u l t i m a t u m . 5 0 

Once the order had been issued for General de Lobit to begin 
putting the provisions of the memorandum into effect, General Fran-
chet d'Esperey embarked on an inspection tour of Odessa on March 
19.51 gut the order hit a snag, for General de Gondrecourt was not in 
Budapest to hand the memorandum to the Hungarians. For General de 
Lobit, time was pressing, especially since new complications had been 
reported by Colonel Vix: the head of the French military mission in 
Budapest had sent news of the visit to the Hungarian capital by the 
American military attache to Bucharest, Colonel Yates, and had 
warned de Lobit that this visit could have serious complications for 
the French. 

The American officer had met Karolyi on March 15 and the 
Hungarian President had complained to him about the unilateral 
French orders changing the Belgrade demarcation lines in Slovakia in 
favour of the Czechoslovaks. He also described the Rumanian 
advances in Transylvania. Yates had told Kdrolyi that the Peace 
Conference had granted Slovakia to the Czechoslovaks and that it 
might also take a decision in favour of the Rumanians. The Hunga-
rians, who had heard only rumors of the February 26 decision, thus 
had in effect been forewarned by an Allied representative what they 
could expect next. 

In conversation with Colonel Vix, Yates said that the embittered 
Hungarians would rather fight the Rumanians than accept the terms of 
the February 26 decision. He believed that in a conflict the Hungarians 
would defeat the Rumanians. He told Vix that for this reason he 
intended to ask Paris to suspend the Peace Conference's resolution 
until the Rumanians were strong enough to enforce it. Vix was rather 
upset at what he considered to be the American's meddling in affairs 
that were a French responsibility. 

When General de Lobit received his orders on March 19 to 
transmit the memorandum to the Hungarians, he told Franchet 



d'Esperey that Yates' talks with the Hungarians could inspire them to 
military resistance.52 

It is likely that it was de Lobit's fear of losing precious time that 
made him order Vix to deliver the memorandum rather than await de 
Gondrecourt's return to Budapest. Subsequently, Franchet d'Esperey 
approved de Lobit's change in the procedure as he (Franchet 
d'Esperey) reported to Clemenceau that the American might have 
given the Hungarians advance notice. 53it was undesirable to post-
pone the delivery of the February 26 decision when Clemenceau had 
ordered Franchet d'Esperey to transmit it as soon as possible. Swift 
execution of the memorandum was to protect French interests in 
Russia; the American's proposal could have had the opposite effect. 

When de Lobit ordered Vix to hand the memorandum to the 
Hungarians, another order of General Franchet d'Esperey was over-
looked. Franchet d'Esperey had told de Lobit to extend the neutral 
zone into Ruthenia, but de Lobit told Vix to deliver a memorandum 
that defined the neutral zone as it had originally been decided upon in 
Paris.54 Vix was told to present the memorandum on March 20, 
giving the Hungarians forty-eight hours to reply.55 He was also 
informed that if the Hungarians refused to accept the decision of the 
Peace Conference, no immediate measures would be taken against 
them.56 

Upon receipt of his orders, Vix contacted the representatives of 
the other Allied great powers and called them together for the 
morning of the twentieth. To keep the operation secret, he did not 
inform them of the purpose of the meeting. When they arrived at the 
French mission they were told that they were going to the Hungarian 
president's office to present the memorandum. When Karolyi read the 
document, he asked if he could call in his minister of defense, Vilmos 
Bohm, as the order seemed to be of a military nature. Vix suggested 
that the Prime Minister, D^nes Berinkey, should also be called in.57 

Vix's suggestion to call in Berinkey apparently reinforced the 
Hungarian's suspicion that the memorandum was imposing new poli-
tical boundaries on Hungary in the guise of military expedience.58 
Hungarian fears about the political character of the new demarcation 
lines were reinforced by the omission of Franchet d'Esperey's proposal 
to extend the neutral zone to the Galician border. Karolyi therefore 
accused the peace conference in Paris of allowing the Rumanians and 
the Czechoslovaks to expand across Ruthenia to establish a common 
frontier. Berinkey added that the lack of a buffer zone in northern 
Hungary between the Rumanians and Hungarians gave the 
Rumanians the green light to do just that.59 

Apparently Vix was unaware that it was precisely Berinkey's 
argument that Franchet d'Esperey had used in his request to 
Clemenceau to extend the neutral zone to the Carpathians. Had 



Franchet d'Esperey had more time to work out detailed military plans 
for the neutral zone, the likelihood of the Czechs and the Rumanians 
permanently linking forces in northeastern Hungary would have been 
reduced, the fears of the Hungarians allayed and the collapse of 
Kdrolyi's regime prevented. It is ironic that Clemenceau's desire to 
prevent a Bolshevik victory in the Ukraine led to the triumph of 
Bolshevism in Hungary. 

Whether Colonel Vix had deliberately encouraged the 
Hungarians to believe that the new demarcation lines were political, 
thereby creating a crisis that led to the rise to power of the Bolsheviks 
in Hungary is an open question in Hungarian history. Karolyi and 
Bohm claimed that he did. Nicholas Roosevelt, the American present 
at the encounter, saw it differently. Captain Roosevelt, whose task in 
Hungary was to gather information for the American plenipoten-
tiaries in Paris, claimed that Vix gave no such indication.60 Soon after 
the collapse of the Karolyi government, Vix denied the Hungarians' 
assertion in a letter published in a Budapest paper. In response, 
Karolyi refuted V i x . 6 1 In a recent article Dr. Hajdu claims that Vix 
implied that the Hungarians were right in assuming that the new 
imiltary frontiers were in fact political in nature.62 

Vix's report of the encounter with Karolyi and the Hungarians, 
which he submitted right after the meeting, belies the Hungarian 
claim. He considered the Hungarians' view of the political nature of 
the new demarcation line a Hungarian attempt to debate the issue and 
to stall implementation of the m e m o r a n d u m . 6 3 He suspected the 
Hungarians of trying to force a delay while Vix sought new instruc-
tions. But Vix was against any delay. Rather than giving the Hunga-
rians more time, he demanded their response within thirty, instead of 
forty-eight h o u r s . 6 4 The memorandum came to be known as the Vix 
Ultimatum. 

From Captain Roosevelt's report it is evident that Vix assumed 
that the Hungarian government would yield to French pressure as it 
had in the case of the Slovak borders. According to Vix's instructions 
from his superiors, rejection of the ultimatum would not have 
occasioned immediate reprisal. Yet Vix went on to threaten the 
Hungarians that in case of rejection he would be packing his bags.65 
This warning from the supervisor of the armistice was taken as 
tantamount to a resumption of warfare. Unbeknown to the Hunga-
rians, Franchet d'Esperey's orders had made Vix's threat a bluff. 

The Hungarian statement that no responsible government could 
accept an ultimatum that truncated the country simply seemed to Vix 
another ploy. In the months before the delivery of the ultimatum, 
when the Czechoslovak frontiers seemed to be the burning issue, 
Prime Minister Ka'rolyi resigned only to be made President. The new 
prime minister, Berinkey, followed a policy no different from his pre-



decessor's. Following the cabinet crisis of mid-January, Berinkey often 
threatened to resign in protest against compromises of Hungarian 
interests. When on March 21 the Hungarian government rejected the 
ultimatum and resigned, 66 Vix merely assumed that the new crisis 
would be solved by the formation of a new cabinet. The former 
minister of war, Vilmos Bohm, encouraged Vix's assumption.67 

Bohm, however, failed to inform Vix that the Hungarian leaders 
had a different solution for this crisis. Now they were working for a 
social-communist fusion government that was to seek an alliance 
with Trotsky's powerful Red Army. This coalition was expected to 
defend Hungary's integrity by force if necessary.68 I n the evening of 
March 21 a new "Revolutionary Governing Council" was created with 
Sandor Garbai as its chairman. Real power, however, was in the 
hands of the Commissar of Foreign Affairs, Bela Kun, who as a com-
munist leader was expected to attract Bolshevik support for the newly 
proclaimed Hungarian Soviet Republic. 

Hungary therefore sought to retain Transylvania with the help of 
that army which Clemenceau wanted to defeat with Rumanian 
support. The Vix Ultimatum was to deliver Transylvania to the 
Rumanians as the prize for their promised support of the threatened 
French forces in southern Russia. In this imbroglio neither Hungarian 
nor French hopes were fulfilled. The Red Army was strong enough to 
defend Bolshevism in Russia but not strong enough to aid and save the 
Communist revolution in Hungary. The sole victor was Rumania, 
which was allowed to keep Transylvania under the Trianon Treaty. 
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Nikolaus Lenau and Germanic Literary Interest 
in Hungary during the First Half of the 

Nineteenth Century* 

Agnes Huszar Vdrdy 

The importance and utilization of exotic themes in the works of 
German and Austrian poets and writers became quite fashionable and 
widespread during the first half of the nineteenth century. This 
phenomenon was part of a broad intellectual and cultural movement 
in the Western (especially German-speaking) world, which was mani-
fested in a growing interest in the culture and folklore of the East 
Central European nations and other foreign countries. This movement 
had its roots in the eighteenth century in the "noble savage" concept of 
Rousseau and more specifically in the philosophy of the many-sided 
Johann Gottfried Herder. Herder's philosophy was a mixture of 
romantic and nationalist ideas, at the heart of which stood the 
glorified people, the Volk, which in his view were the sole possessors 
and carriers of the national genius. Herder believed that the national 
genius manifested itself in indigenous native cultures, especially as 
expressed through the medium of the mother tongue. He was therefore 
attracted by the folk songs, ballads and artistic expressions of all 
nations, especially those which had remained unspoiled by the new 
cosmopolitan culture and enlightened values of the West—the 
so-called NaturvolkerA 

The majority of the East Central European nations, including the 
Hungarians, could accordingly be said to fall into this category. The 
vicissitudes of their history had prevented them from reaching the 
level of material plenty and political peace necessary for the 
development and wider diffusion of cosmopolitan sophistication save 
among their upper classes. At the same time, however, their unspoiled 
indigenous cultural and ethical values stimulated a nostalgic longing 
among the peoples of the West, who lived amidst greater material and 
intellectual abundance. This interest was further enhanced by the 
Romantic Movement of the early nineteenth century which, besides 
drawing inspiration from the past, was also intrigued by the 
uncommon, the exotic and the unusual. One of the results of this 
search for the exotic was the renewed orientation toward America, 
where many a culturally and politically disillusioned European hoped 
to find Utopia; another was the famed "ex oriente lux" movement, 
resulting in the importation of Oriental themes. These movements 
directed the attention of Austrian and German poets to the East 

* This study is part of a larger monograph on Lenau which is to appear in the near 
future. 




