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On 9th October 1934 the Yugoslavian king and then€hn foreign minister were shot in
Marseille in the Place de la Bourse. When it becawert that the Great Powers would
canalize the affair against Hungary, the Hungagevernment intensified the preparation for
it. So it started to collect the essays to forml#gal defence, and some résumés were made in
the ministry as well to prerepare the politiciadthaugh Hungary was involved in this affair
by the support given to the Croatian refugees,asmit Hungary at all the most important
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alone, which could play the role given in returrtlté consequences of no importance.
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1. THE MAIN QUESTIONS OF THE HUNGARIAN-YUGOSLAVIAN REL ATION
BEFORE THE ATTENTATE IN MARSEILLE

To comprehend the following events better, it isadbtely necessary to shortly overview the
forming of the Hungarian-Yugoslavian relationshistterm.

The relations between the two states were chargidanseries of conflicts issued from the
so-called ,double-possessors” affair and the adpnssf the Croatian refugees in Hungary.
As there was several agricoles and possessors w@whHoahdomain in Hungary and in
Yugoslavia as well, the two states in the commeértgizaty concluded in 1926gave a
solution to the problem of the customs and thesitaas well® This treaty was renewed in
1928, but in 1932 the Yugoslavian government refusedektension to keep it in force. In
consideration of the relativly high number of theder-incidents during the years before, and
of the other ground of the tensions, the activitthe Croatian refugees in Hungary, Budapest
decided to take measures against those refugeeféad the ,double-possessors”, and to
make the Yugoslavian government renounce his prdaisappropriate these domains.
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Having seen the failure of this strategy, the Huiagagovernment appealed to the League of
Nations, without any consultation with the Greatrs, namely with the main ally, Italy.

After the first indignation, the Yugoslavian goverent decided to enter into negotiations
with the Hungarian party, and they had signed aaeagent consisting of three documents by
the summer of 1934. In the third confidential doeminthe Yugoslavian party to let the

Hungarian government take measures against thetacif the Croatian refugeés.

The other question, the question of the Croatidngees went back to the 20’s. The
Hungarian politician’s circles tried to create adaelation with the Croatian politicians who
were dissatisfied with their new state. After a fatempts the Oustasha remained as the main
Croatian partner. The Hungarian foreign policy sapgd the Croatian emigrants and
naturally the members of the Oustacha as wellgtheernment gave passports and from time
to time money as well, and in 1931 allowed to @eatraining camp in Hungarian territory,
in Jankapuszta, although the most important baskeobrganisation - in spite of the Italian-
Yugoslavian rapprochement - remained ItalyThe Yugoslavian government made
a grievance of this policy without avail. Havingariged the fighting process, the Oustacha
committed bomb attentates in international traiasd prepared some assassinations in
Yugoslavia as well. So in 1933 the Oustacha prepareattack against a Yugoslavian judge,
and posted a bomb from Hungary to Yugoslavia. While® pack was controlled in
Yugoslavia, the bomb exploded in a police statiansing the death of a policeman. In
October of 1933 a series of articles were publisieedugoslavia concerning the training
camp, and in December the plan of the assassinatiothefYugoslavian king in Zagreb
turned out°

After these cases the Hungarian government estimtte Oustacha relation as rather
compromising, and made efforts to rid off the meralné the group?
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2. THE FACTS OF THE ASSASSINATION AND THE FIRST MEASUR ES OF THE
HUNGARIAN GOVERNMENT

The assassin was killed in the tumult after thetsshand the first information of the police
was rather embarrassing. The identification of ¢himinal was very difficult: although the
arm of the murderer was tattooed with the abbrmnatf the Macedonian terror-organisation
V.R.M.O., and had a Czechoslovakian passffofthe information about the assassin gave
two solutions for the identification of the persdme was either a Macedonian criminal,
member of the V.R.M.O., who’s place of departureMarseille was unascertainable or a
Croatian member of the Oustacha, who departed e from an Italian training camp.
Whatever the facts published at this time were amwivincing, during the investigation the
effort of the French authorities to hide their omsponsibility in the affair and the influence
of the French foreign policy as well was perceieabhich didn’t allow the inculpation of
neither Italy, nor Germany’

The Hungarian government took the most importanioas after the assassination, on 9
October and the Hungarian investigation startedtiaffy after 22 October, after the first

request of the Yugoslavian embadsyAs all of the participants in the affair took the
measures with an odd slowness, the Hungarian gowesth abided the events. When it
became overt that the Great Powers would candizeaffair against Hungary, the Hungarian
government intensified the preparation for it. $started to collect the essays to form the
legal defence, and some résumés were made in thestimias well to prerepare the

politicians.

These preparatory papers are necessary to compréieforming of the legal argumentation
of the Hungarian government in the process by #egle of Nations.

3.THE FACTS IN THE PREPARATORY RESUME OF THE HUNGARIA N
GOVERNMENT %®

3.1 THE MAIN FACTS IN THE PAPER

On 9th October 1934 the Yugoslavian king and then€hn foreign minister were shot in
Marseille in the Place de la Bourse. The assassifter the first information — was a
Yugoslavian subject, born in Zagreb in 1889 his pocket a passport was found drawen up
by the Czechoslovakian consulate in Zagreb in 8Gly 1934 The investigation confirmed

12 KovAcs, PETER Le grand précédent: la Société des Nations et stioraaprés |'attentat contre Alexandre,
roi de Yougoslavidn: European Integration Studes, issue: 1/20020p40, on www.ceeol.com.
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in the first days that the assassin was a membarGQrbatian emigrant organisation, and that
in the execution of the crime at least ten accoreplhad to participate.

The paper contains a reference to the definitentide that Hungary could be the scapegoat in
the affair. The résumé gives a short extract frove ¢ontents of the foreign newspapers
published concerning the case, preparing the eggeatiplomatic attack against Hungary. In
the paper was laid down, that at the moment on&lntitspeak about a concrete diplomatic
attack, but a diplomatic communication started leetwYugoslavia and Hungary, intentioned
to take a survey of the suspected people stayibtyimgary.

Concerning the expected evolution of events, theepgives only references and enumerates
the possibilities: the declaration of the Romarf@eign minister Titulescu at the conference
of the Balkanic Alliance in Ankara, a résumé of iaterview with Jefi¢, the Yugoslavian
foreign minister, published in a French journal,end he declared, that to his mind the
assassination fell within the cognizance of theoet®f 4th July 1934 between the Soviet
Union, Turkey, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Roiaanhis accord determines the notion
of the agressor state: that is a state, from tivéaey of which starts an attack of a terrorist
organisation, supported by the state. After thermftion given in the article, Belgrade was
waiting the end for the investigation but after iagdit, would demand the dissolution of
those organisations in Hungary.

3.2THE FIRST STATEMENTS OF THE HUNGARIAN AUTHORITIES | N THE
PEPARATORY PAPER

Although the French authorities demanded some nméition from the leader of the police of
Budapest, the connection remained unilateral: thegdrian authorities didn’t receive any
important information from France. The Yugoslavarty turned out to be more active: the
Hungarian Ministry for Foreign Affairs received tHest details from the Yugoslavian
Embassy on 22th October, and after that informati@enHungarian authorities continued the
investigations started on 10th October. The pagave a résumé of the expected
consequences of the affair: as was the press-igtafraatic information was out, the affected
states started to form the main points of the atows of Hungary, that is to say the fact, that
the criminal stayed in Hungary a certain period] @a previous support to diverse terrorist
groups formed the base to the execution of thelattaMarseille.

3.3THE EVALUATION OF THE POLITICAL SITUATION

On 4th November 1934 the deputy-secretary of Stdi@reign affairs, Hory signed a political
preparatory memoir, in which he surveyed the pdgsis concerning the political and legal
actionslgagainst Hungary. The memoir was addresseanya, the minister of foreign
affairs:

The deputy-secretary declares, that France andlliess know if the responsibility of the
assassination and the question of the support diveéhe Croatian emigrants are examined,
this action would affect the interests of Italy,chese it was Italy, which supported the
Croatian emigration, maintained the Oustacha tngigiamps, and the head of the Oustacha-
organisation was living there as well. But Hungaaithough it supported the action, and
although it didn't execute the dissolution of theaiing camp situated in Hungary

18 MOL K64-1934-16/a-598.



immediately and the forced allegations could prolkat it even supported the work of
Croatian refugees, and didn’t control them, desglitéhese facts there is not enough evidence
to prove the culpability of Hungary neither in aditional diplomatic action, nor in a process
by the League of Nations.

Hory analizes the relation between ltaly and Fraséhe base of the action against Hungary:
he refers to the intention of the French diploméxycreate an approach between the two
states, which conditioned the amelioration of tiaéidn-Yugoslavian relation depressed since
1926. As the assassination could block the détesitween Italy and Yugoslavia, the French
diplomacy tries to canalize the action of its allegainst Hungary. He thinks that this is the
diplomatical background of the disadvantageoussdn.

Concerning the expected actions against Hungary diéqguty-secretary summarizes the
possibilities. He refers to the confidential infation received from a trustworthy informant
that after the close of the investigations in Featie pressure will strenghten to Hungary, and
they will try to prove the responsibility of Hungan the affair, they will publish all the facts
gathered concerning the Hungarian irredentist astend they will attract the attention to the
secret armament of Hungary to prevent from exergithe legal national political aspirations.
He gives three possible way to the defence: adtjothe Great Powers, action by the League
of Nations and a press-campaign. Having balancedcdmsequences, the expert analyses a
possibility of an action by the League of Natioas,an instrument of the public discharge.
Which kinds of dangers are hidden in this pos$ibido Hungary? It is incontestable that it
comported or even supported the presence andtgativihe Croatian refugees in its territory
and it is a fact, that a part of the refugees tadarm near the border but it is a fact also that
this farm or camp was eliminated in April. It isalfact, that the accomplices departed from
Hungary but it is also a fact, that none of the ganen authorities knew that, and the assassin
didnt't depart from Hungary. Although the Hungarigovernment didn’'t execute the
obligation ensuing from the Hungarian-Yugoslaviaecaad concerning the controls but the
fact, that the Croatian emigration was constamtlynbtion in Hungary made the measures of
surveillance and control absolutely impossible. Tjuestion of the passports could be a
further point of claim, but the names of the pesssaught by the French Sureté Nationale
were controlled in the record of the Police of Bogst, and there isn’t any trace referring to
the fact, that those people received Hungarianpoassin a legal way.

After that one could suppose there’s no the argiiraed base to condemn Hungary in this
affair, and the question is, whether it is possiblese the process of the League of Nations in
the defence. As it is expectable that the Leagudations will burke the case, and as

Hungary can count on the (tacit) support of Italye way of the League of Nations is

acceptable.

4. THE HUNGARIAN PREPARATORY MEMOIRS

The Hungarian Ministry for Foreign Affairs startéd collect the memoirs related to the

expected diplomatic case immediately after thessssation. The experts’ reports sent in this
term are to divide into three groups. In the fisgte are the studies which summarize the
events of Marseille, the second type of the paperdies the questions of the extradition and
the political asylum and the third type resumestki®®ry of the responsibility of the state for

crimes committed against a third state.



4.1 THE QUESTION OF THE STATEMENT OF FACTS

The experts resume the formation of the Croatiale-gxoups installed in Hungary, which is
one of the a main questions to comprehend conagrtiia alleged relation between the
Hungarian authorities and the crime committed by kelp of the Croatian organisation
Oustasha.

Two of the résumés contain references to the Gnoamigrant-groups, and in a broader
sense, the further one gives some opinions retatélde asylum. The method of some of the
experts was rather ambivalent, because they gauawtaneous analysis of legal or political
situation and deny the apparent facts, as in theiafHungarian communications, in spite of
the confidential nature of the papers. So we haverg heterogeneous material which can
give us an important overview of the backgrounthefofficial Hungarian diplomacy.

The experts admit the presence of those groupsuimgéty, and the previous existence of
refugee-camp near the Hungarian-Yugoslavian bordedankapuszta, but they deny the
direct connection between the terrorist-crimes cdateoh in Yugoslavia and the Croatian

refugees intalled in Hungary. The ,training campdsamopped up in April by the Hungarian
governement after the bilateral negotiations betwéegoslavia and Hungary, though this
action of the Hungarian authorities (maybe due he intentions of the Hungarian

governement) wasn’t entirely succesful, becauseCitwatian refugees continued staying in
the state.

4.2 THE QUESTION OF THE POLITICAL ASYLUM AND THE EXTRAD ITION

In the preparatory essays we can observe on thénam@ the intention of giving a general
overview of the subject, on the other hand theeetlae facts of the Hungarian-Yugoslavian
relations concerning the questions of politicallasy and terrorist acts committed by the
Croatian organisation Oustacha.

These summaries repeat the main thesis of thenattenal criminal law, namely that the
extradition is exercisable in the cases which argghable in the requesting and the requested
state as well. The author declares that the palitdme is punishable only in the offended
state, and the acts against a foreign state usaedly't punishable in the national criminal
law.'® That is the main argument of the refusal of th&agiition in the cases of political
crimes, which is based on the recognition of therly of political creed. Naturally this
traditional definition was considerably modified the new after-war international extradite
treaties, which contain exceptional rules in cabeattack against the head of state. The
guestion of the extradition becomes more completcdtthe person committed a non-political
crime as well: in this case the requested stat# mefuse the extradition, with the condition,
that the political criminal isn’t justiciable foneé political crime.

The second paper refers that the state, whichweséhe refugees and gives asylum (with the
refusal of the extradition) is obliged to practibe adequate surveillance and control over
them, it is especially obliged to prevent the cottethof criminal acts against a foreign state,

19 MoRLIN, ERVIN: A menedékjog kérdése (kiadatasi jog szempontjabbile question of asylum (from the
point of view of the extradition)).



and 2|g| accordance with this rule the refugees @ @bliged not to commit those kinds of
acts:

In the third document the most productive authathefpresent case examines the question of
the political asylum given to the Croatian refugbgsHungary, the question, whether the
asylum given by Hungary was ,exaggerated” from ploént of view of the terrorist acts
committed in Yugoslavia in alleged relation witlet@roatian refugees installed in Hungary.
The author refers to the fact, that in the last f@ars it was in only one case in which the
Yugoslavian authorities could have confirmed thetipigiation of the Croatian refugees
installed in Hungary: that was the attentat in Kapica in which the criminal was arrested in
Hungary, but in this case the act — in his opintowas committed in Hungary and that was
only the achievement which was accomplished in $lmyoa. He mentioned that after the
World War . it was only one case, in which thentrial of a political attentat was punished
in a foreign state, and he cited the cases in wihielstates gave handsomely asylum against
the political interest of Hungary.

The same author deals with the question of thediinon of the political asylum in the case of
the assassination of a head of statee divides the political crimes into groups: ire tfirst
are the acts, which are against the interest okthae, so in this case the attack offends the
legal personality of the state. This group containe cases of treachery, disloyalthy,
instigation, insurgence and the cases of lese-tyajsch do not offend the right to life. He
declares that in case of pure political crimesdtage isn’t obliged to extradite the criminal,
and that way of action is supported by legal systécriminal law, which in general does not
contain any rules concerning the crimes commitggarest a foreign state. Therefore none of
the states will extradite a criminal because ofiat) which is not to be punished in its legal
system. This rule was in action in the case ofHhegarian emigrants after 1849 and in the
case of the emigrants pursued by the nazi andstagavernments.

The second group of the political crimes contahmes @cts which offend simultaneously the
interest of the state and the private interestrabdd by the criminal law. These are the mixed
political crimes, such as the assassination oing,kihe case of lese-majesty which is in the
first place of the Hungarian penal code. The autleders to the liberal trend of the 19th
century which made the refugee-politics more flexiland created the possibility to accord
asylum to the criminal who committed a non-politicame attached to the political crime as
well. He analyses the rules of the extradite-tesatand confirms the statement, that the
majority of them accept the solution of the systeithe Belgian extradite-law, namely the
rule, that prescribe that in cases of politicainas the extradition can’t be executed. That was
the reason, on the bases of which the criminate@iHHungarian revolution of 1919 received
asylum, and that was the bases of argumentatitmedfiungarian government also in the case
some German refugees. This second case (the massd)poses the main problem in the
domain of extradition, and it was the problem adl wethe famous case of the attentate
against Ill. Napoleon in 1854, in which the Belgauthorities weren’t able to give a common

20 S7ENT-ISTVANY, BELA: A menedékjog kérdése (adalékok a nemzetkdzi j@deséis| és gyakorlatabél)(The
guestion of asylum (contributions from the theang aractice of international law)).
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stand. This case was the ground for the elaboratiche French law, which contained the
.attentate clause”, which determined that the &dienagainst a head of state can't be
considered as political crime or crime attachegdbtical crime. This solution means that in

this case the extradition can't be refused.

The Italian ,codice penale” in 1889 contains modiberal rules concerning the political
crime and the extradition: its points exclude tlleveance of the extradition in case of
political crime, and it excludes that the politicaiminal will be condemned in Italy for acts
committed by foreigners in foreign countries, thioubis code contains a new criminal case,
the case of the assassination of a foreign monarétaly. The new ,codice penale” in 1930
ruptured with the liberal traditions, and allows #xtradition in political cases as well, but he
mentions that new extradite-treaties haven’t beeticaded yet on the bases of the new code.

The clause of ,attentate against head of state’eaqmol in international law first in the
accords conclueded by Austria-Hungdryand the author refers to the fact, that this timiu
was adapted in most of the posterior accétds.

The author declares that this case is importamh fitee point of view of international law as
well because that is the first case in which a ledadate was assassinated in a foreign state.

43THE QUESTION OF THE THEORY OF THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
STATE FOR CRIMES COMMITTED AGAINST A THIRD STATE

In the last group of the essays the authors exartiirequestion of the degree of the
responsibility of the state, which could be in fdloe principal question, because of the
expected process against Hungary, so in these éssane can see the forming the base of the
legal defence of the Hungarian government.

In the first of the two memoirs Szent-Istvany deetathat it means a great problem that the
accurate definition of the notion of the acts cotieai against the legal personality and the
sercurity of the foreign state is missing: so tlsian remains elastic. Therefore the rules
concerning those kinds of acts are in the differeational criminal codes, and most of the
cases they don’t contain any rules referring te ttrime: the states don’t defend the legal
personality of a foreign state.

Despite the general rule of the traditional apphoabere are some new initiations which
contain a few articles concerning the cited case.

The solution of the European states can be dividedthree groups, in accordance with the
degree of rigour of the rules to be adapted. Thka considers the new German plan as the
most progressive, which would penalize the actsmotted in Germany against a foreign
state if the act committed against Germany accahet the case of treachery, on condition
of mutuality.

% For instance the accord between Austria-Hungadylémiguay (1887). — 1896/XXX. tc.
4 In the Hungarian-Jugoslavian accord as well. -0L2XII1. tc.

% SENT-ISTVANY, BELA: Az allam nemzetkozi fedissége a kiilallamok biztonsaga ellen maganosok sdialt
terliletén elkdvetett cselekmények€rhe responsibility of the state for acts comedtby private persons in its
own territory against a security of as third state)



The French and Belgian codes have a moderate @olwthich prescribe the examination of
the effects of the act, namely these punish th@mlgtin the case, in which the act can cause
a danger of war or other reprisal against the aatesThese rules in fact defend the interests
of the own state in an indirect way, so the defewicihe foreign state is connected with the
examination of the political situation of the owats.

Most of the states don’t penalize the crimes comethingainst a foreign state, though a few
states, like Austria, Czechoslovakia, Greece aniz8dand initiated changes in relation with
the criminal rules concerning those acts. The @xpemtions the Yugoslavian code, as an
exception, which orders to punish the acts comnhitiea foreign state by foreigners.

The measures against these acts are in the intaraktreaties, which contain reference to
these cases, for instance the treaty concludedhdptates of Latin-America on 7 February
1923, in which the parties agreed with one anotberthe repression of the movements
against the the governments of the parties, whadimilar to the treaties concluded between
the Soviet Union and the neighbouring stéfes.

He poses the question, wheather there is a geneabtational obligation to penalize the acts
committed against the legal personality or secudfya foreign state by the national
legislation, and gives the answer at once: thas thibligation couldn’t be based on
international accords, despite the cited articlethe national legislations the unwritten law
do not oblige the states to defend the interestBeoforeign states with their national criminal
law in a wider way.

The author refers to the tentatives of the solgtiohthis problem during the disarmement-
conference and by the League of Nations, namethendisarmement-conference was taken
the plan which contained some points of criminalizithe actions committed against the
security of a foreign state. This plan was a péarthe title ,désarmement moral” of the

conference, which contained mostly the draft ofRmnanian delegation, namely the plan of
Vespasian Pella, the famous professor of internatitaw. The plan contained the rules, that
the contractant parties would be obliged to reptiessacts and the preparations, which could
harm the security of a foreign state. This soluti@as supported by the argumentation which
refers to the obligation determined in the Padtedgue of Nations, which prescribed that the
member states are obliged to mutually respect, machtain their territorial integrity and

political independence against all external attdok.connection with the new efforts of

renewing a part of the international law, the ekpgeres a short resumé of the forming of the
legal position of the Hungarian government, whidswnfluenced by direct political reasons.
So that was the explanation for the strategy ofHlegarian delegate, Szent-Istvany, who
considered the cited solution as an exception efedred to the fact, that the proposed rules
exist only in a few European criminal codes, and teneralization of it wouldn't be

reasonablé’ The last question examined by the author wagtbblem of the measure of

responability of the state concerning the acts citadhagainst a foreign state. He divides

% For instance in 11 August 1920 with Lettonia, iRgbruary 1920 with Estonia, in 18 March 1921 #tsiand
and in 1 Juni 1922 with Finnland.

27 On interdepartmental conference held on 22 Jur8 1Be main lines of the Hungarian strategy for the
negotiations concerning the ,désarmement moral’ewaaborated, and on it was given the argument,ttiea
defence of the interests of a foreign states waadtpted in general in the European crime codeg Th
conference gave the instruction to the deputatiwat, it must accept only a recommendation aboutjtiestion
(which is does not oblige the states), and it radétere to the mutuality in the application.



these acts into two groups. In the firts case taie gives direct support for the commission of
the crime. Therefore this is not possible in ousecebecause it would effect the case of a
crime of the state. The second one accomplishesdabkgence, so that is the case, which can
be the subject of the forming case.

The last essay was written by Szoffdyho already made some papers in this affair. To
begin with, he declares that the international thne@sn’t know any general rule, which could
confirm the responsibilty of the state becauserobet committed by natural person in its
territory, and only the general rule exists, tiat defence of the criminal law must exist in the
same base concerning the nationals and the forsigitecan emerge therefore only in a
particular case that the legal personality of aeifgr state, its territorial integrity, or
constitution is to defend by the crime code of haotstate. The expert refers also to the
Italian ,codice penale” from 1930, which doesn’'tnmh the acts against the head of state
committed abroad, even though the criminal is alalh subject, with the argumentation, that
in these kinds of cases the responsibility is takgrnthe host state. As against the Italian
solution the German criminal code penalizes the actnmitted abroad by German subjects
as well, so the location of the committal counts dnmes committed by foreigners.
Consequently the case in which a state is resplenéio the acts committed abroad by
foreigners is excluded even if the criminals |&k state for the committal of the crime. The
main question: what is the situation, if the foreags make an alliance in the territory of the
state to commit a crime abroad, and to this alkapieparatory acts are added. There is no
general obligation for the persecution of thesearatory acts, and that was the cause of
making international treaties against the traffithihuman beings, namely with children and
women, because these kinds of crimes start typicalbne state and accomplish in another
state, so as to assure the punishment of the crimess necessary to elaborate the
fundamental principles.

Referring to the Hungarian crime code, the expesumes, that one point of the cited law
gives the possibility of criminalization and pengeon of an alliance formed to assassinate a
head of state, even if only the plot was formedthe territory of the state and the
assassination was committed abroad, if a prepgrattdrwas attached to the plot. About the
guestion of the responsibility of the state he nefe the efforts of the states of entente to
make the cases of the responsibility of the staider: so the possibility for some acts - as
crime in international law - the state should via# responsible. France expects from the
strengthening of this trend political advantageswasdl, namely the assurance of the
international post-war system founded in Paris. @béhor collected several cases which
could prove his statement, that this kind of solutivas applied mostly in non-equal cases in
which one of the states was politically or econathcsubjected. He also enumerated the
case of the assassination of the archduke Framizndad in Sarajevo in 1914, in the case the
government of Austria-Hungary posed the relationwben the crime and the Serbian
government in his ultimatum, and the case of octopaf Oudja in Morocco in 1923, which
was based on the attack against the French subgectsnitted by the indigenous.

This expert reinforces the statement, that the riggcaf a foreign head of state must be
assured by the host state, therefore the respdgabilst be assumed by this state as well. He
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refers to the elaborations of the internationalifocation in this subject, namely to the plan
accomplished by the Institut de Droit Internatiomall927, in which it was defined that the
state is responsible for the acts committed bygbe\persons and not its own authorities only
in the case in which the state omitted to effeet thles which generaly should have been
effected to prevent or to repress the crime. Thike solution which echoes in the plan of the
conference of the Hague in 1930, so we have alreadyplans from which the rejection of
the statement of the Hungarian responsibility cdadadleduced in this case.

Epilogue

The Hungarian position was rather embarrassingr afte assassination. Despite the
expectable Italian support the dénouement of thike qcomplicated affair wasn't clear
enough. As the Hungarian diplomacy couldn’t infloerthe movement of the great policy in
fact, the policy of drift remained the only way atiet preparation for the expected events.
Although Hungary was involved in this affair by thepport given to the Croatian refugees, it
wasn’t Hungary at all the most important statehm ¢vents.

As the culpability of the Great Powers wasn't dilgait was Hungary alone, which could
play the role given in return of the consequendemamportancé?
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