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Hungarians in Modern Romania: from Autonomy to Assimilation 

The ups and downs of relations among East European national 
groups have sustained numerous ethnic movements and provided a rich 
lode of information to both ethnographer and political scientist. Pan-
Slavism and Danubian Federation movements made efforts to draw the 
different nationalities together by emphasizing common experiences or 
objective characteristics or by calling for a united front against foreign 
(Russian, Austrian, Magyar, etc.) rule. The aftermath of the Paris Peace 
Conference of 1919, however, gave rtise to even greater outpouring of 
nationalistic, xenophobic sentiment than was experienced under the Old 
Order. Proponents of national concord and regional integration vanished 
at the sight of the revisionists and nationalistic zealots. It was thought 
that Communism — by imposing a non-traditional, non-discriminative 
system of human relations on the East European states after the Second 
World War — would eradicate the ethnic barriers. The Communist party 
leaders consistently lauded the progress of "brother parties" and the 
progress of friendly relations of all Socialist states and their peoples. 
Cultural exchanges and cooperative agreements were to cement these 
fraternal bonds. For two decades it seemed that nationalism and ethnic 
contentiousness had been laid to rest. Over the last fifteen years the 
pluralistic tendencies of the Socialist states, however, have rent the 
curtain of monolithic unity, and behind have appeared once more the 
ghosts of the past. 

For years the Romanian government has contrasted with pride the 
ethnic harmony of the Communist period with the virulently nationalistic 
pre war era. Hungarian, German, Jew, Gypsy, Serb, Turk and Bulgarian 
were shown to have found peace at last, sharing the land and its riches 
with a benevolent Romanian majority. But it seems, that the traditional 
animosity between Romanians and Hungarians has survived the war — 
Stalinism and Communist leaders' claims to the contrary. The Hungari
ans could not forget that they had ruled all of Transylvania for centuries, 
and that only since 1919 the master-subject relationship in the area was 
reversed. 

The Romanian government's hope was, that the establishment of an 
autonomous region for the Hungarian minority would curb resentment 
and revisionist attitudes; the safeguarding of Magyar culture and inte
rests by Bukarest rather than Budapest, was supposed to aid in the 
pacification. Therefore, an administrative region — known as the Re-
giunea Autonome Maghiarä (RAM) — was established in 1952 in the 
compact Hungarian Szekler area in Central Romania. Its life cycle and 
aftermath mirror — better than any other institution •—• the ever-chang
ing fortunes of Romanian relations with its largest ethnic minority. 

To forestall the renewal of nationalistic conflicts, the peace treaty 
concluded in Paris on 10 February 1947 between Romania and the Allies 
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contained minority protection clauses (Articles 3 to 10). The Soviet po
sition was, that partial autonomy and specific protective measures would 
help settle the ethnic problem in Transylvania. Another consideration 
of the Russians at the time was that such initiatives would calm aroused 
concerns of Hungarian Communist leaders, who had hoped that the 
Vienna Accord of 1940 — which gave Hungary a broad swatch of ethnic 
Romanian and Szekler territory in Transylvania — would not be rescin
ded. However, the Vienna Accord was not permitted to stand. To reci
procate for the return of Northern Transylvania, Romania was required 
to enact additional minority protection policies1. 

The Romanian constitution of 1948 established minority rights in 
Articles 24, 81, and 82, and affirmed the equality of all nationalities be
fore the law. Prime Minister P e t r u G r o z a , a Transylvanian poli
tician who sought to make Transylvania and its population a bridge 
between Hungary and Romania, initiated preparations for the creation 
of a Magyar autonomous area, similar to the Soviet Union's "autono
mous oblast". The location of this area proved to be a problem: the 
Hungarian minority was concentrated along the border with Hungary, 
the Banat, the hill country around Cluj, and in the Szekler ethnic island 
on the west slope of the Carpatians. The Szeklers had been Magyarized 
in speech and culture by 1900; cut off from the main body of the Hun
garian population, the Szeklers mingled with the other nationalities re
siding in the valleys leading to the Carpathian ridge. The anti-Hungarian 
policies of the interwar "Regat" government further broke down the 
distinction between Magyars and Szeklers. 

The traditional region of Szekler settlement was chosen as the site 
of the Romanian autonomous-area experiment, although some ethnically 
mixed lands around Tîrgu Mures would also be incorporated. Even 
though the other major regions of Hungarian settlement could conceiv
ably have been selected as additional autonomic regions, their proxi
mity to Hungary made them less desirable to Romanian leaders. An 
ethnic island, tucked into the center of Romania, distant from its main 
body but near the Romanian capital, was a much safer bet. The Szekler 
lands were economically backward, underdeveloped, and difficult to 
travel through. The farmers and lumber workers there would welcome 
government initiatives benefitting them personally and their home terri
tory. The autonomous region would serve as a model of Socialist con
struction in neglected areas. 

On 23 rd September 1952, G h e o r g h e G h e o r g h i u - D e j , First 
Secretary of the Romanian Communist Party (PCR), declared that the 
proposed constitution being submitted to the legislature would solve 
Romania's minority problems, because it included a provision for the 
creation of the RAM, as well as specific protection clauses. He also cited 
economic benefits for inhabitants of the RAM, who would share in an 
aggressive drive toward industrialization2. The constitution, ratified the 

1 Z a t h u r e c z k y p. 622. 
2 S c h ö p f l i n p. 135, 
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next day, noted already; in the preamble that the national minorities of 
Romanic enjoyed the same rights as the Romanian nation, and that the 
Szekler/Magyar group would be given territorial administrative autho
rity. Chapter II, Article 19, declared that the districts (raioane) of Ciuc, 
Gheorgheni, Odorhei, Reghin, Sîngeorgiu de Pädure, Sfîntu-Gheorghe, 
Tîrgu-Mures, Tîrgu-Secuiesc, and Toplita were being combined to form 
the RAM with the city of Tîrgu-Mures as administrative capital3. Related 
articles 20 and 21 spelled out the procedures for drawing up the statutes 
of the region, and they noted that approval of these statutes — and 
enforcement of law and policies — rested with Romanian organs?4. 

The administration of the territory was to be carried out by the 
minority, an important concession to the Hungarians. However, control 
would still be exercised by the central government. The RAM capital 
itself is located in an ethnically mixed area, where Hungarians hold 
only a slight edge over the Romanian population. In Tîrgu-Mures was 
located the Hungarian medical college and an actor's school. The nearest 
Hungarian school of higher education, the Bolyai University, was located 
outside the RAM, in Cluj; the university had to compete for students 
and funds with the Romanian Babes University there. About 77 % of 
the RAM population considered itself Hungarian by nationality (1956: 
565.510 of 731.387). The 13.500 sq. km territory had one of the smallest 
density figures among all Romanian regiuni, and only 23 °/o of the popu
lation lived in urban settlements5. Moreover, only one third of the total 
minority population was distributed within the Magyar Autonomous 
Region. 

Purportedly, the territorial administration would be carried out by 
Hungarian officials, and the minority would also predominate in the 
people's councils. To be sure, nearly 80 % of the people's councils repre
sentatives and over 75 •/« of the government officials were Hungarian 
during the Fifties. But the "territorial administrative authority" of the 
RAM was fictional from the outset. The Romanian government chose the 
most loyal Hungarians to fill sensitive posts, and it continued to extend 
government control throughout the RAM, in accordance with Article 21 
of the 1952 constitution6. Great efforts were made to beautify the region, 
and some small industries were established in formerly agricultural 
communities. 

Yet, these initiatives failed to dissuade Hungarians from following 
closely events in Hungary. In the fall of 1956 the revolutionary fever 
swept across the border from Hungary, and G h e o r g h i u - D e j was 
faced with the prospect of having to control both Romanians and Hunga
rians in Transylvania. On 24th October 1956 meetings were held by 
members of these nations in all larger urban centers of the area; Hunga
rian and Romanian farmers joyously called for the dissolution of the 

* Boh m a n n p. 172. 
4 K i n g p. 152. 
5 Anuarul statistic p. 82. 
8 K i n g p. 152. 

12 Ungarn-Jahrbuch 
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hated collective farms, Hungarian nationalists wanted reunion with the 
Hungarian motherland, students of all nationalities excitedly proposed 
relief missions for the Budapest revolutionaries. After initial hesitation, 
the Securitate began to restore order. One of the ploys used to restore 
ethnic animosity was a leaflet campaign, supposedly organized by Hunga
rian student hotheads, in which the demands of the "students" were 
enumerated: among them was one calling for the immediate reunion of 
Transylvania with Hungary. The police also spread rumors of rioting by 
Hungarian or Romanian groups. The traditional caution returned, and the 
shortlived fraternal struggle against the Communist party and the central 
government faltered just as Budapest fell to the Red Army. G h e o r -
g h i u - D e j permitted Soviet units to mass in Romania and secured 
transportation and communication lines for them. Only in 1957 did the 
security police begin the suppression of dissent with the accustomed 
severity. Reportedly, several demonstration organizers were executed 
then, and about 10.000 Hungarians were sent to penal colonies in the 
Danube Delta7. 

G h e o r g h i u - D e j now knew that ten years of party rule had 
not lessened ethnic identification in Transylvania. At the moment when 
his control of the masses had weakened, the Hungarians wanted to bolt 
across the border, or worse, restore the Old Order. Transylvania was 
now sealed off from neighboring countries, and only Soviet officials and 
troops were permitted to travel about. A terror wave of arrests and 
intimidation ensued — felt especially in the RAM — which paralleled 
police actions against G h e o r g h i u - D e j ' s adversaries elsewhere in 
Romania. The Hungarian minorities' sympathy with the Hungarian Revolt 
was denounced by government releases, but also by Premier J á n o s 
K á d á r who, when visiting Romania in 1958, renounced all claims 
to Transylvania8/ Hungarian intellectuals were forced to undergo severe 
questioning as to the activities during the tumultous fall of 1956. The 
government proceeded to force assimilation for the Magyars by curtailing 
Hungarian-language publications and culture institutions, by deempha-
sizing language instruction, by closing minority schools, and by denying 
to Magyars opportunities in government and the party. In the end, the 
Bolyai University was merged with Babes; the result was even greater 
use of Romanian in all educational institutions, including those of Tîrgu-
Mures. Forcible assimilation of the Hungarian minority was capped by 
the territorial organization shifts of 1960. 

This reorganization reduced the size of the autonomous region to 
12.250 sq. km; for reasons of "more efficient and economical administra
tion" the southern partion of the RAM was lopped off and a slightly 
smaller area to the west was appended. From regiunea Cluj, the RAM 

7 For a first-hand account of these events see: Der Spiegel 45 (31 October 
1966) pp. 158—162. Additional material may be found, in: K i n g pp. 82—85; 
the K á d á r visit of February 1958 is described on p. 89. A general assess
ment of the impact of the Hungarian Revolt is found, in: S c h ö p f l i n 
p. 136. 

9 K i n g p. 89. 
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received the districts of Sarcnasu and Ludus, plus some part of Sighisoara 
— all areas, where Magyars were in the minority. Brasov yielded a 
community in the north and the district of Tirnaveni. However, the 
RAM lost the southern districts of Sfîntu-Gherorghe (1956: 25 ,3% Hun
garian) and Tîrgu-Secuiesc (1956: 90,2% Hungarian). The total popula
tion of the RAM remained at about 730.000, although the share of Ro-
manias had increased considerably, while 100.000 Hungarians living in 
the heartland of the Szekler country had come under the administration 
of regiunea Brasov, dominated by Romanians9. The change thus divided 
the center of Magyar settlement, reduced the proportion of Magyars in 
the RAM from 77 % to 62,2 °/o, and enlarged the role of Romanians in 
the region's people's councils. Moreover, the government emphasized 
the mixed nature of the reorganized region by changing the official 
nomenclature from Regiunea Autonomä Maghiarä to Regiunea Mureç-
Autonomä Maghiarä, where the inclusion of the western raioane along 
the Mures river is given precedence over the former appellation. As 
a rule, government leaders and organs from then on shortened the de
signation to "Regiunea Mure§" in common usage, as was planned. Osten
sibly, the 1960 reorganization was designed to improve the area's lagging 
economy and permit better planning and diversification of industries 
and transportation networks. But the political reasons were also obvious, 
so obvious that members of the Hungarian Politburo were voicing con
cerns over Romanian actions. G h e o r g h i u - D e j thereupon quickly 
moved to pacify aroused ires by throttling the intensity of his campaign. 
Until his death in 1965 he consulted repeatedly with both Hungarian 
minority leaders and members of the Hungarian Workers' Party (MSMP) 
on future policies. His increasingly independent stand in the Communist 
Bloc also necessitated a healing of wounds within Romania to prevent 
the creation of influential opposition blocs, which could be exploited 
by the Soviet Union. Consequently, he mended his fences with the Hun
garians, although government-sponsored assimilation continued. To show 
his trust in the Hungarian minority, G h e o r g h e G h e o r g h i u -
D e j released many of the participants of the 1956 demonstrations. 

The affirmation of Romanian nationalism through Nicolae Ceausescu 
in 1965 and 1966 increased once more the pressures to conform and 
assimilate. Hungarians were urged to romanize their names and encou
raged to emigrate into the "Regat" in search of work. Romanians 
were given preference in jobs and advancement over Magyars. The 1965 
census — the last giving statistics on the nationalities — listed 1,619.592 
Hungarians, 8.5 °/o of the total. Ten years before, their proportion was 
nearly 9 °/o. Within the reorganized RAM the ethnic distribution was as 
follows: 

1960 1965 
Hungarians 565.510 77% 473.167 6 2 % 
Romanians 146.830 20% 267.378 3 5 % 

Source: B o h m a n n p. 184. 
9 Anuarul statistic 1961 p. 74. 

12* 
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Despite great familiar stability and natural growth rates similar to 
f,hose of the Romanians, the Hungarian population in the RAM decreased. 
The Romanian proportion, already swelled by the judicious reorgani
zation of 1960, grew even further through migration and government 
resettlement into the region. It also seems that lack of employment 
opportunities and closure of Hungarian educational institutions had led 
to an exodus of young Magyars from the RAM to surrounding areas. 

Constitutional safeguards of minority rights were also gradually 
eroded. The constitution of 1965 dropped all references to the "compact 
population group of Szeklers"; the minorities in Romania were described 
as "co-inhabiting" nationalities, as if they had settled among the Ro
manians only temporarily, moving on when tacit inter-ethnic agree
ments broked down. The future of the RAM was also in doubt, since 
the region was listed now almost exclussively as "Regiunea Mures"10. 

In preparation for a new territorial organization, which would re
structure the entire state administration under the guidelines of eco
nomic efficiency, government spokesmen announced in December 1967 
that the RAM would be dissolved. Instead, according to Deputy Prime 
Minister J á n o s F a z e k a s — a party Executive Committee member 
and spokesman for the Hungarian minority — a large county for the 
Magyar minority would be created. This "powerful county" was to be 
composed of the districts of Odorhei-Secuiesc, Gheorgheni, Miercurea 
Ciuc, Tîrgu-Secuiesc, and Sfîntu-Gheorghe. The northern and western 
districts of TopliÇa, Reghin/Särmasu, Ludus, Tîrnaveni, and Tîrgu-Mures 
would be separated from this successor county. Thus the new county 
(judef) would be somewhat smaller than its predecessors, but it would 
unite the core of Magyar settlement in the Szekler area11. 

Somehow, between December 1967 and January 1968, this proposal 
was defeated. After two years of preparation and periodic consultation 
with economic experts, a combined party-state commission presented 
concrete recommendations to the Grand National Assembly: 35 jude$e to 
replace the 16 regiuni and 150 districts12. The appellations were changed, 
since the regional and district system had been copied from the 
Soviet model after the war, and even these vestiges of Russification 
pained the Romanian leaders so much, that they were moved to return 
to pre-war nomenclature and organization. The proposals by the commit
tee were duly accepted by the Assembly, although the number of coun
ties was enlarged by four, and the proposed successor county to the RAM 
was split in two. The rationale for the creation of the judefe of Covasna 
and Harghita was, that a single large county would be too large to fit 
into the new structure. However, the combined population of the, jwdefe 
was even so smaller than the average Romanian judef, and several 

l 0 B o h m a n n p. 175. 
11 J á n o s F a z e k a s to National Party Conference on 7th December 1967, in: 

S c î n t e i a . 8 December 1967. 
12 Osteuropäische Rundschau 14 (2nd February 1968). 
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counties in Oltenia and the« Danubian Plain were as large in size as the 
proposed area would have been13. 

As in the early Sixties, the Hungarian party leaders protested against 
the abrogation of guaranteed minority rights. While intrabloc pressure 
grew over the Dubcek Experiment, Romanians and Hungarians argued 
over these issues, and there was repeated official contact in the respective 
capitals, but little progress was reported. C e a u s e s c u — as he pre-
sended the effects of the territorial reorganization to the Grand National 
Assembly on 15th and 16th February — had pledged to continue protect
ing minority rights as guaranteed in the Romanian constitution. Never
theless, Hungarian Politburo member Z o l t á n K o m ó c s i n and 
E m i l B o d n ä r a s (veteran Romanian party leader) conferred on the 
issue of rights and duties of the host nation. The Romanian argument 
seemed eminently rational: "The old administrative territorial organi
zation played a positive part in its days, but, following the deep-going 
changes that have taken place in the past twenty years in Romanian 
society, it no longer corresponds to the present stage of development."14 

The old territorial organization with the RAM made it difficult to apply 
directives, had no rational force and investment distribution, generated 
duplications, and diminished local responsibility15. 

The MSMP was not assuaged. The crisis situation of August 1968 
led to a virtual flurry of reciprocal visits. Not only were PCR and MSMP 
leaders concerned about the situation in Czechoslovakia and its effect on 
their countries, but the situation of minorities in Slovakia and Romania 
must have been discussed as well, particularly during the meeting of 
Hungarian Politburo member and nationality expert D e z s ő N e m e s 
with N i c o l a e C e a u s e s c u between 26th and 29 th August 196816. 

The threat of foreign intrigue and Warsaw Pact invasion of the Ro
manian soil led to an unprecedented outpouring of support by German 
and Magyar minority leaders and intellectuals for C e a u s e s o u ' s 
policies. To draw together the Romanian citizenry in these times of crisis, 
the ineffective Democratic Popular Front was replaced by the Front of 
Socialist Unity, encompassing all organizations and groups within Ro
mania to prevent factionalism and Fifth Column activity. Aware that 
monolithic unity required the cooperation and active participation of the 
minorities, C e a u s e s c u established within the framework of the Front 
two National Councils of Working People, one for the German-Saxon 
minority, the other for the Hungarians. Meetings were held during No
vember 1968 to elect members and bureaus of these councils. Further
more, in mixed areas these councils were to duplicate the administrative 
structure to ensure the safeguarding of minority rights. 

However, as the threat of Soviet invasion receded, the old attitudes 
returned. Assimilation was written with a gloved hand now and often 
13 K i n g p. 159. 
1 4 G r o z a , M a r i a The New Territorial Organization, in: Romania Today 

(April 1968) p. 160. 15 Ibidem. tG Radio Free Europe Situation Report: Romania (Summary) 1968. 
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took the form of voluntary Romanization, that is, the presentation of 
inducements to Hungarians to deny identification with the Magyar cul
ture groups and language. Encouragement of discrimination by economic 
managers and government officials against the Hungarian minority led 
to an upsurge of Hungarian government criticism, particularly during 
1971, when — in a series of sharp exchanges between K o m ó c s i n and 
P a u l N i c u l e s c u - M i z i l (member of the Romanian Executive Com
mittee) — the old arguments were revived. High interest in minority 
affairs was maintained throughout 1972 and 1973. K á d á r government 
criticisms of the Romanian road alluded to the great weakness in C e a u -
s e s c u's ideological armor — Romania's treatment of its Magyars. With 
the approval of the Soviet leaders, the Hungarians could establish clan
destine ties with their brethren in Romania, inveigh against the trucu
lent ruler, and force C e a u s e s c u ' s hand. The ghost of Magyar auto
nomy had risen again to haunt its burial committee. 

If the preceding historical assessment of Romanian-Hungarian rela
tionships seems to be (at times) subjective and too critical of Romanian 
intentions and actions, my rejoinder would be that —• while the Hunga
rian minority's behavior in relations with Romanians has been far from 
faultless — it behooves the predominant nation to assure protection of 
minority rights and refrain from hastening artifically the slow machinery 
of assimilation. That would have required the settling of old feuds and 
creation of cooperative programs. The Romanian multi-national state 
revived after 1944 had, however, gotten off to a poor start: one of the 
first (and best-remembered) actions of the new government was the 
abrogation of citizenship for its Hungarian and German subjects. They 
were returned their citizenship only if they could prove, that they did 
not aid Axis powers. At the time, the Romanian home communists would 
probably have urged expulsion of the Hungarian minority (much of the 
German culture group was already preparing to flee. Such a move 
proved to be impossible, partly because almost one half of the party 
membership was composed of ethnic Hungarians during the P a u 
k e r Era, and partly because Soviet leaders wanted to solace Hungary 
for its "loss" of Maramures, the Szekler Lands, and Western Romania 
after the war17. They did so by urging the concept of the RAM on a 
reluctant Romania. The general feeling of home communists around 
G h e o r g h i u - D e j was that the establishment of an autonomous re
gion in the heart of the country was a further demonstration of Soviet 
desire to divide and rule19. 

Not until 1952 did the Gheorghiu-Dej faction defeat the Muscovite 
Pauker Group. Indeed, the fall of prominent Hungarian party leader 
Vasile Luca preceded the establishment of the RAM by only a few weeks. 
Hungarians were still powerful in the PCR, Romanian nationalism under 
the guise of "socialist patriotism" still in the embryonic stage. However, 
the conflict of Hungarian and Romanian interests within the party was 

17 M a t l e y p. 129. 
18 Ibidem. 



H U N G A R I A N S IN MODERN ROMANIA 183 

already apparent. The party's announcement pertaining to the RAM's 
establishment was cast in a vague, cautious manner: "The party view 
with regard to the establishment of the Magyar Autonomous Region is 
the contention, that political and material conditions for the establish
ment were made possible by the correct and consistent application... 
of the line of the party in the national question based on the Leninist-
Stalinist teachings"19. The Soviet Union had already demonstrated how 
the nationality problem could be solved within the framework of socia
list revolution: the overt elements of culture could be national, but their 
contents were expected to be socialist20. Another facet of Soviet thinking 
may also have been helpful in securing support for the RAM: "The 
unexpected enlargement of rights of the Hungarian minority may possi
bly be explained by the recent Soviet tendency to emphasize the natio
nality problem in connection with the self-determination of nations prin
ciple21. Although the Soviet focus had been on nations in the colonial 
empire of the West, the principle could also be applied by resistive mino
rities in Eastern Europe to secure advantages from the national go
vernment. 

With the consolidation of power by Gheorghe G h e o r g h i u - D e j 
after the fall of the P a u k e r Group, attitudes toward the Hungarian 
minority in Romania began to change. It was virtually isolated from 
the parent state, promises of massive investment in the RAM were not 
met, and political activities with Hungarian nationalist overtones were 
suppressed. The Magyar Union (MADOSZ), the central organ of the mi
nority, was dissolved because of "nationalistic deviation." There were 
some Hungarians, who represented the minority in government and the 
party headquarters, but one could be certain that their loyalties lay 
foremost with G h e o r g h i u - D e j . At no time was there autonomy 
in the RAM. As G h i ^ a I o n e s c u noted: "Decisions and directives 
of central organs. . . are compulsory in the territory of the Magyar Auto
nomous Region"22. The Hungarian bureaucrats of the RAM willingly 
carried out all orders from Bucharest and were indistinguishable in their 
treatment and regard of Magyars from Romanian officialdom. 

Until 1956, the government's attitude toward the RAM — and the 
Hungarian minority in general — had been cautious. The events of that 
year gave G h e o r g h e G h e o r g h i u - D e j an opportunity to press 
for party acknowledgment of his national, unitary-state philosophy. The
refore, he forestalled possible Soviet intrigues by bearing down hard on 
the contentious Magyars. Aside from measures of terror (unannounced 
arrest, interrogation, threat of job loss if Hungarian was spoken in the 
community, and the like) the forcible assimilative measures taken be
tween 1957 and 1965 were in the economic and cultural/educational 
fields. The largely rural Romanian population in the RAM began to join 

" A p o s t o l , G h e o r g h e , About the Draft Constitution of the RPR, in: 
For a Lasting Peace, for a People's Democracy (IS«1 August 1952) p. 2. 

2 0 Z a t h u r e c z k y p. 622. 
21 S c h u l t z . 
" I o n e s c u p. 218. 
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the Hungarians in the urban centers in competition for scarce jobs. Fa
voritism and discrimination against Magyars was the rule. Skilled Hun
garians were assigned to positions outside the RAM or given to under
stand that there was little future for them in the region. At the same 
time, the stubbornness and intractability of Hungarians prevented any 
real cooperation in planning aid work allocation23. 

Restrictions on the use of the Hungarian language and practice of 
Magyar culture began in earnest after the K á d á r speech of February 
1958, which permitted G h e o r g h i u - D e j to loosen the ties between 
Hungary and its object of concern24. The Club of Magyar Writers was 
dissolved, and members wishing to continue in the profession had to 
join the Romanian Writers' Union25. Theatrical performances in Hunga
rian were curtailed and actors harrassed. Use of the language in com
pulsory education was discouraged. Twenty students in a given class 
had to indicate a desire to have instruction conducted in Hungarian 
before permission was given26. "Parallelism in education" was stressed: 
courses tended to be conducted in both languages for a time in mixed 
areas, but sooner or later, the Romanian contingent in classes prevailed. 
Hungarians were directed to attend Romanian schools, where their lan
guage was only taught, no longer spoken in normal classroom conver
sation. The most pervasive push of this integrative campaign came in 
1959. 

Upon consultation with G h e o r g h i u - D e j , L a j o s T a k á c s , 
rector of the B o l y a i University in Cluj, urged the unification of 
B o l y a i and B a b e s universities, because "separation according to 
nationality was ultimately damaging to society"27. Youth could not be 
educated in modern circumstances according to principles which violated 
the intent of proletarian internationalism28. Agitated meetings of Hun
garian teachers and students followed. At one — in Tîrgu-Mures — con
cerns were voiced about the continuing discrimination against Hunga
rians. However, little consensus was achieved even among participants 
from the RAM. Three Hungarian professors committed suicide, when 
it became obvious, that B a b e s and B o l y a i would be combined29. 
It was feared that this union was only the first step in a campaign de
signed to subdue the Magyar spirit. 

Soon after, the creation of the Babes-Bólyai University was enacted. 
At the dedication ceremony the new rector, C o n s t a n t i n D a i c o -
v i c i u , commented on Romanian-Hungarian relations: "The division 
between Romanians and Hungarians, between Romanian and Hungarian 

" B a i l e y p. 30. 
2 4 S c h ö p f l i n p. 136. 
2 5 B o h m a n n p. 179. 
26 Hinter dem Eisernen Vorgang 5, 3 (March 1959) p. 53. 
21 Scînteia. 22nd February 1959. 
28 Z a t h u r e c z k y p. 623. 
2» Two more professors and Bolyai prorector L á s z l ó S z a b é d i committed 

suicide after the dedication. See: Der Spiegel 45 (31* October 1966), p. 162; 
B a i l e y p. 28, 
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professors and students is an anachronism"30. To eradicate this anachro
nism, the Tîrgu-Mures Medical College and other Hungarian-language 
institutions were Romanized. "Between 1960 and 1965 the number of 
graduates in Hungarian language and literature rose from 29 to 39, but 
the number of those majoring in Rumanian language and literature (in 
Cluj) increased from 40 to 218"31. While in 1959 the Hungarian language 
press alone printed 41 magazines, periodicals, and newspapers, that num
ber was sharply reduced thereafter. In 1967 the same number of publi
cations were printed for all "co-inhabiting" nationalities, the Hungarian 
share being somewhere around 28 publications32. Imports of books and 
periodicals from Hungary were also curtailed; moreover, most of these, 
and also local Hungarian publications, were for sale mostly in Bucha
rest only. 

There was an immediately-discernible change in attitude after G h e -
o r g h i u - D e j ' s death. G h e o r g h i u - D e j had arrived at his con
cept of Romania as unitary sovereign state in a haphazard manner, but 
after solidification of support and the purge of his last rival, M i r o n 
C o n s t a n t i n e s c u , he pressed for elimination of Russian influ
ences in Romanian life. The Soviet-inspired "autonomous oblast" of the 
RAM represented a danger to his goals, and he criticized the "isolation" 
and "encapsulation" of the Hungarians. A policy statement published 
after 1960's territorial reorganization spelled out the future: the People's 
Republic was a unified, sovereign, and independent state which alone 
would decide the development of its culture (and that of its minorities). 
Those minorities which "behaved in a socialist manner" could participate 
in the experiment of the Romanian nation33. In so doing, G h e o r g i u -
D e j had embittered all minorities and aroused tempers in Hungary 
as well. N i c o l a e C e a u s e s c u immediately began to mend fences 
by conferring with Hungarian opinion leaders and intellectuals in Ro
mania and with party delegations from Hungary. 

Despite great similarities elsewhere in their patterns of rule, C e a u 
s e s c u and G h e o r g h i u - D e j perceived the nation and national 
integration trends quite differently. Although both have aimed for na
tional unity through the assimilation of minorities, G h e o r g h i u -
D e j ' s strategy was based on the "most explicit forms of coercion and 
intimidation"34. C e a u s e s c u , however, has indicated that the mino
rities' future depends on their integration into modern, industrial Ro
mania, that assimilation will occur in a voluntary (and often imper
ceptible) manner. Romania is the fatherland of all its nationalities and 
all groups must work together in fraternity. The thrust would be on 
modernization, rapid industrialization, improved technology, personal 
mobility facilitated by a single language, and political socialization to 

3 0 Z a t h u r e c z k y p. 623. 
sl K i n g p. 154. 
3 2 B o h m a n n p. 180. 
33 Ibidem. 
» J o w i 11 p. 281. 
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achieve the "multilaterally developed society"35. The existence of mino
rity privileges (once rights) impeded the orderly progression toward 
this goal. The new constitution was clearly directed toward empha
sizing the unified whole and curtailing the protection of parts of the 
populace. The advancement of Romania to the status of a Socialist Re
public from People's Republic implied just that. The RAM contradicted 
the "unified nation-state" envisioned in the 1965 constitution — it simply 
had to go. 

At the same time, C e a u s e s c u had to pay considerable attention 
to bruised party relations with the MSMP. He increased minority re
presentation in his party, particularly in the leading organs. This went 
beyond the customary token representative: there were several party 
officials of Hungarian background in the Executive Committee, the Sec
retariat, and the Council of Ministers. Par ty membership according to 
nationality breakdown once more reflected the minorities' percentages 
within the total population. Cooperation of Hungarian and Romanian 
Communist parties — haphazard in the past — became more lasting as 
party leaders met informally and on state visits several times a year 
between 1965 and 1967. It comes as no surprise that this period of accord 
coincided with the honeymoon granted by B r e z h n e v and K o s y g i n 
to the C e a u s e s c u government36. 

The dissolution of the RAM raised speculations about Romanian 
treatment of the Magyar minority in the future. Indeed, many of the 
explicit rights and protective clauses had gone by the wayside with the 
constitutions of 1960 and 1965. No longer was there a reference to the 
"assurance of administrative and territorial independence to the Hun
garian population of the Szekler area, where they live as a compact 
community"37. The explicitness of the equality clauses in the 1948 and 
1952 constitutions had yielded to vague guarantees of equal rights to all 
citizens, including the "co-inhabiting" nationalities existing in Romania. 
A telling example follows: 

Chapter VI, Art. 81 (1952) 

"Any direct or indirect limitation vinism, race or nationalistic hate, 
of the rights of laborers, citizens or chauvinistic-nationalist propa-
of the RPR, such as the establish- ganda, will be punished." 
ment of direct or indirect prero- "All citizens are equal, regardless 
gatives because of race or natio- of sex, religion, nationality, or 
nality, just as expression of chau- economic position"38. 

a5 Scînteia. 21»t. February 1971. 
30 K i n g p. 162. 
37 1952 Constitution, as reported, in: B o h m a n n p. 135. 
38 See: B o h m a n n pp. 171—175 for a discussion of constitutional changes 

and clause-by-clause comparisons. 
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REGIUNEA AUTONOMA MAGHIARA BETWEEN 1952 AND 1968 

S.V-* RAM 1952—60 
*-~*~~ Territorial gains 1960 

Territorial losses 1960 
judete of 1968 

S Brasov 
Covasna 

© Harghita 
\j) Mures 
(judete capitals underlined) 

Ar t . 17 (1965) 

"Cit izens of the RSR enjoy — 
w i t h o u t regard as to nationali ty 
— t h e same r ights to all areas of 
polit ical, economic, juridical, so 
cial, and cultural life. A l imi ta

tion of these rights and discrimi
nation in the i r application on ba
sis of n a t i o n a l i t y . . . (is) n o t per
missible." 
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PROPOSED SUCCESSOR COUNTY OF THE RAM AS PUBLICIZED 
BY JÁNOS FAZEKAS 

Pre- 1968 districts 
Boundaries of Regiunea 
Mures-Autonomä Maghiarä 
Proposed judet for 
Hungarian minority 

In the face of criticism from the Soviet Union and Hunga ry during 
1968, Ceausescu improved the lot of the Magyars . Former RAM party 
leaders were m a d e provisional first secre tar ies of par ty Judet-com-
mittees and cha i rmen of people 's councils (offices, which w e r e combined 
in 1967): C a r o l K i r á l y , former First Sec re ta ry of the Gheorgheni 
District, headed the Covasna organization; L a d i s l a u B r a n i s , for
mer Par ty Sec re t a ry of the RAM, that of Hargh i t a judet; N i c o 1 a e 
V e r e s , fo rmer First Secre tary of the RAM, was entrusted with the 
administration of the judef Mures3 9 . 

There was also some rapprochement w i t h the Hungar ian intellec
tuals. An ar t ic le b y the sociologist A n d r á s H e g e d ű s , examining the 
current s tate of sociology in Hungary , was publ ished in t he Hungar ian-

Radio Free Europe Situation Report RO/15 (20th February 1968). 
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language monthly Korunk. Before, periodicals avoided publishing articles 
dealing with Hungarian questions40. Students were allowed to take uni
versity entrance examinations in their native language, although univer
sity instruction would be primarily in Romanian. Indeed, it was possible 
for Hungarians to complete university, technical school, or specialist 
education entirely in one language41. C e a u s e s c u met with Hungarian 
intellectuals on 27 th 1968 to make a show of his benevolent attitude 
toward the Magyar minority42. Such displays of concord would become 
useful during the Czech Crisis; the popular support for C e a u s e s c u ' s 
independent stand cut across regional and ethnic lines. 

After the tanks had stopped rolling through Prague, C e a u s e s c u 
and other party leaders fanned out across the country, giving speeches 
and holding discussions on the topics of national unity, Romania's de
fensive posture, and its future. C e a u s e s c u selected the former RAM 
areas, now divided into the jude^e of Covasna, Harghita, and Mures. In 
a speech at Miercurea Ciuc, he emphasized the position of "Szeklers" 
and Romania's efforts to develop industry and modern agriculture in 
their area43. He assured the Hungarians at the time, that specific mino
rity protection measures would be taken to safeguard their culture and 
rights. 

Such measures were announced in October and November 1968. The 
Front of Socialist Unity, meant to tie all groups in Romania together 
in support of the government, was also designed to secure proper re
presentation and cooperation of minority circles. The most prominent 
Hungarian politicians, such as J á n o s F a z e k a s and I o s i f B a n c , 
participated with N i c u l e s c u - M i z i l and V i r g i l T r o f i n in 
the meetings of the Magyar minority which elected the members of the 
future National Council. County delegates elected 162 members to this 
council, nineteen of whom became members of the top organ, the Coun
cil Bureau. Among the Bureau leaders were important representatives 
of the Hungarian community: C a r o l K i r á l y , T i b o r M a r o s 
(Pro-rector of the Tîrgu-Mures Medical College), and L a j o s T a k á c s , 
now PCR Central Committee alternate*1. 

At the same time, a number of Hungarian (and German) political 
prisoners were rehabilitated. V a s i l e L u c a ' s rehabilitation had pre
ceded them, but the Romanian government had shown until 1967 little 
inclination to release or rehabilitate those prisoners accused of "Hun
garian nationalism and revisionism." Hungarian culture was once again 
sponsored. In education the policy was changed so that if a group of six 
(not twenty) students in a class desired instruction in a non-Romanian 

40 Radio Free Europe Situation Report RO/40 (15th May 1968). 
11 V e i t e r , T h e o d o r Doppelsprachige Orts- und Strassentafeln in Europa, 

in: Europa Ethnica 30,3 (1973) p. 110. 
42 Radio Free Europe Situation Report RO/54 (28* June 1968). 
43 C e a u s e s c u p. 404. 
44 Radio Free Europe Situation Report RO/90 (22nd November 1968). 
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language, a teacher would be provided45. The party's Executive Com
mittee now included four Magyars; I o s i f B a n c , M i h a i G e r e , 
J á n o s F a z e k a s , and I o s i f U g l a r . However, the traditional dif
ficulties of the Hungarian politician in Romanian politics persisted: 
sitting between two chairs, so to say, having to be responsive to both 
the majority and their constituency, they vacillated. Greater political 
input was indeed being achieved at the lower levels, where party/govern
ment was complemented by the local organs of the Front of Socialist 
Unity. 

Periodically since then, the Romanian government has revised its 
treatment of the Magyar minority, usully as a result of pressures from 
the Hungarian government. Such was the case in 1971, when explicit 
criticism by Z o l t á n K o m ó c s i n of Romanian minority policy met 
with an immediate and furious rejoinder by P a u l N i c u l e s c u -
M i z i 1. One stimulus of this exchange had been Romania's decision to 
remove bilingual topographical and directional signs in Transylvania46. 
The result was a distinct cooling of relations and a deliberate delay in 
the renewal of a Romanian-Hungarian friendship and mutual assistance 
treaty. The fact that discrimination against Magyars persisted, contrary 
to official view, led the Hungarian Politburo leaders to believe that 
only they could assure protection of the minority. Consequently, Hunga
rian surveillance of the Romanian situation has continued to be active47. 

At the same time, Romanian encouragement of gradual assimilation 
persists. In the successor areas of the RAM, special economic assistance 
was promised after 1968 to encourage greater industrialization and 
improve living standards there (and thus aid in assimilation of the mi
nority). Discouraging reports of Saxon emigrants have been published 
in Hungarian periodicals, in the hope that Magyars would be dissuaded 
from requesting permission to emigrate. There exists a great need for 
that: both German Saxon and Magyar employees have proven to be very 
reliable and adept, and Romania needs all the skilled help it is able to 
muster. The investment record, however, has been spotty. While Mures 
ranks among the most advanced jude^e, the mountainous Covasna and 
Harghita jude$e remain among the least developed, and their industrial 
production continues to decline48. Apparently, this situation has been due 
to insufficient and unplanned investment. This puts pressure on the 
remaining Magyar industrial workers to seek jobs in other judefe, slowly 
cutting them off from Hungarian culture and speech maintenance. 

45 Radio Free Europe Backgrouund Report RO/19 (23r<* July 1971). p. 14. Pre
pared by R o b e r t K ing . 

48 Vei t e r p. 110. 
47 For an interesting juxtaposition of views, see the letter by an American 

Fulbright-Hayes scholar in the New York Times (28th ju iy 1971): 34:4, and 
a reply by eight recent Magyar emigrants from Romania (New York Times, 
18th August 1971): 36: 3. 

4j K i n g p. 166; Radio Free Europe Background Report RO/17 (27th September 
1972), p. 10. 
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An analysis of Romanian minority policy would be incomplete with
out a presentation of Magyar activities related to this topic. After the 
war, the surviving political instrument of the Magyars in Romania, the 
Hungarian National Democratic Union (MADOSZ), engaged in lobbying 
efforts in behalf of Hungarians who had lost their citizenship, and in 
behalf of preservation of minority rights. MADOSZ cooperated with the 
Transylvanian G r o z a but was unable to survive the events of 1952. 
The establishment of the RAM had little significance for most Magyars, 
since only about one third of their number lived in the region. Despite 
G h e o r g h i u - D e j ' s efforts, the Magyars remained stubbornly Ma
gyar, and there was no love lost between them and local Romanians. 

Somehow, Hungarian news continued to seep across the border (the 
Hungarian language press in Romania carefully avoided current political 
topics); therefore, the demonstrations and political activity of 1956 came 
as no surprise. Throughout the period of forcible assimilation, the Ma
gyars openly complained about the discrimination they suffered; for this, 
a number of them received prison sentences for either "nationalist de
viation" or "revisionist attitudes". Only after C e a u s e s c u relaxed the 
methods of assimilation did minority cooperation improve. There is now 
greater activity visible in the Magyar National Council's bodies than had 
ever been noticeable during the existence of the RAM administration. 
The Magyars, bolstered by renewed interest of the Hungarian govern
ment, desire to have the party, the administrative, and the National 
Council bodies serve the interests of the minority. At the same time 
these Hungarians pledge loyalty to the Romanian state. 

The position of the Hungarian government regarding the Magyars 
in Transylvania follows a curve of rising attentiveness over time. 
This curve may be divided into four time periods: 1945—1957, the period 
of abandonment, then 1958—1962, the period of attentiveness; thereafter 
came the period of occasional criticism (1963—1967), and finally, the 
period of active involvement (1968-present). At all times, these Hungarian 
activities depended on Soviet attitudes toward the Romanian leadership. 
During the first period, when Hungary itself had to be cleansed of 
"fascist" collusion and nationalist sentiments, the Hungarian leaders es
sentially overlooked the minority issue in Transylvania, out of concern 
over improper interpretation of such initiatives. However, Hungarian 
radio broadcast across the border in spite of G h e o r g h i u - D e j ' s dis
pleasure, and the Hungarian leaders welcomed the establishment of the 
RAM in private. There was also official government cooperation by Hun
garian groups during the RAM beautification campaign, and some 
cultural exchanges were also made possible. But there was no criticism 
of Romanian policies. 

Soon after the 1956 Revolt, G h e o r g h i u - D e j and C h i v u 
S t o i c a visited Budapest to discuss party and minority relations with 
J á n o s K á d á r . Apparently, they wanted assurances that Hungary 
would not encourage nationalist elements in Transylvania and refrain 
from criticizing Romania's integrative measures. The territorial changes 
of 1960, following so soon after the infringements on Hungarian-language 
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education, disturbed the K á d á r Politburo greatly. Between December 
1960 and January 1961 the Politburo members G y ö r g y M a r o s á n , 
F e r e n c M ü n n i c h , and S á n d o r R ó n a i visited Romania to ex
press their reservations about Romanian minority policies and to request 
further information on how Romania would now safeguard minority 
rights49. At the time when G h e o r g h i u - D e j opposed K r u s h 
c h e v ' s COMECON and Warsaw Pact integration plans, occasional, 
veiled criticism was directed at Romania by Hungarian newspapers; the 
Hungarian leaders began cranking up for an imminent clash between 
Romania and the USSR. During 1962-63 secret Hungarian intervention 
in behalf of the Magyars in the RAM was reported. Unofficial conver
sations between Hungarian party leaders and Western journalists publi
cized their concern over the continued assimilation policy in Romania50. 
If the party leaders were willing to express their disapproval, what 
would be the effect on the Romanian party elite? 

Following the April 1964 "Declaration of Independence" of G h e 
o r g h i u - D e j , scattered demonstrations of Hungarians occurred in 
Northern Transylvania, most likely encouraged by either Hungary or 
the Soviet Union15. Although the Securitate and the party leadership 
knew, who had instigated the disturbances — which had taken on the 
appearance of ethnic conflict — there was little they could do, apart 
from arresting the demonstrators. When G h e o r g h e G h e o r g h i u -
D e j attempted to divert territorial ambitions to the unsolved situation 
of Moldavians in Bessarabia, the Soviet rebuke made very clear, that 
Romania's questionable practices with regard to the Hungarian minority 
would be made an issue, if the Romanian! diatribe did not cease. 

As the overt nature of Romanian nationalism became an issue even 
in inter-party and foreign relations, the K á d á r government latched 
into this new ideological twist of the unitary state. A series of attacks 
on nationalism and regional chauvinism followed. In K á d á r's words : 
"It appears that reactionary chauvinist elements. . . call mere national 
pride simply nationalism. However, against that we must struggle, be
cause the rise of nationalism and chauvinism in one country encourages 
their growth in another52." The intent of the statement was directed 
squarely at the Romanian-Hungarian situation. Such attacks became 
more subdued after 1965, as the Soviet leaders tried to patch relations 
with G h e o r g h i u - D e j ' s successor. However, it may be assumed 
that K á d á r was quite unhappy about the downgrading the RAM to 
"Regiunea Mures" and C e a u s e s c u continued emphasis on Romanian 
nationalism. 

When relations between C e a u s e s c u and the USSR deteriorated 
— C e a u s e s c u showed even less willingness to cooperate with Soviet 
designs than his predecessor — Hungary served as willing mouthpiece 

" B r o w n p. 506. 
50 New York Times (14* May 1966). 
51 G r o s s p. 22. 
5 2 Z a t h u r e c z k y p. 628. 
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for Soviet attacks on the Romanian "nationalist deviation". These attacks 
became more direct and threatening after the dissolution of the RAM 
and the division of the ethnic island among] three new jude^e. On April 
20, 1968, Pravda published an article by Transylvania-born I s t v á n 
S z i r m a i (Chairman of the MSMP Party Propaganda Commission) in 
which he warned against raising nationalism over the Marxist-Leninist 
ideology53. Magyar Szó, in its 14th May issue, stated that more attention 
would be paid to the experience of Hungarian minorities in Czechoslo
vakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia from now on. The minorities' achieve
ments would be considered part of general Hungarian culture, and their 
activities would be followed with interest54. Magyar Hirlap attacked 
Yugoslav handling of minority rights with obvious references to Ro
mania: " . . . we must watch with attention the solution of the minority 
problems attempted in various East European countries"55. The estrange
ment of Romania and Hungary during 1968, particularly after the Czech 
Invasion, was painfully evident, and the fence-mending during 1969 and 
1970 barely plastered over the disagreements56. The tension continues 
to be reflected in the Hungarian press; now it is doubtful that all recent 
criticism was instigated by the Soviet leaders alone. K á d á r's Hungary 
has become very zealous in its quest to point outj Romanian deficiencies 
in the treatment of the Magyar minority and appears as the self-appoint
ed guardian of the Transylvanian Magyar heritage. 

The RAM figures centrally in any discussion of Romanian-Hungarian 
postwar relations. Although the idea of autonomous regions in Eastern 
Europe is not new ( A u r e l P o p o v i c i recommended a Székler state 
at the end of the Ninetenth Century) the RAM represents the first 
attempt to create automous areas within Eastern Europe during the 
Communist Era. With the exception of Yugoslav experience, it has 
remained the only one. The failure of the RAM and minority protection 
must be led back to the same forces that had exacerbated ethnic conflict 
in the past. Efforts to create a nation-state had failed in Poland, in 
Czechoslovakia, and in Yugoslavia already before World War II. Ceau-
sescu had a choice: either permit existence of the RAM and allow 
greater autonomy, combined with effective investment, or abandon the 
remains of the RAM and face Hungarian discontent. He may now regret 
having chosen the latter policy, for a number of his recent problems and 
insecurities stem from Romania's "soft underbelly": the minorities. 
The Magyar minority is backed by a government which magnifies its 
complaints. Thus, Ceausescu traded away bargaining positions with 
the USSR and Hungary in the hope, that the minorities' integration 
would give him the complete backing he needed in dealing with other 
Socialist states. 

53 Radio Free Europe Situation Report RO/35 (22nd April 1968). 
54 In: RFE Press Survey 1927 HU (May 1968) p. 10. 
53 In: RFE Press Survey 1940 HU (July 1968) p. 2. 
60 Der Europäische Osten 19/99 (Juni 1973) p. 359. See also: King p. 167. 

13 Ungarn-Jahrbuch 
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