What's Behind a Statement


ethnic cleansing of the
Hungarian minority in Romania

In February of this year (2004), a statement was uttered at one of the press conferences of the Washington-based National Press Club. I had declared that in a subtle, bloodless way, an "undeniable ethnic cleansing" had been taking place in Romania now for over seventy years, the result of which hundreds of thousands of ethnic minorities--who, at the time of the signing of the Trianon Peace Treaty inhabited this region in significant numbers--had disappeared: either by having become assimilated, or by having been forced to leave their place of birth. 

As a result of an expertly prepared and systematically executed nation-wide provocation campaign, helped by the diversionist, Iliescu-sympathizing Romanian national television, the objectionable statement soon became the topic of the day in the country's parliament - highly susceptible to such disturbances - and through the "reporting" of the lawmakers and the conveniently manipulated press it soon became the central topic of the similarly manipulated Romanian public opinion, provoking a general uproar and many outcries. 

In a fashion similar to that used by more or less all Romanian governments that have come since Trianon, including the present one, this provocative action, as is well known, elicited unified antipathy and strong protests from within the entire political and public sphere, and in a rarely seen occurrence, it was able to synthesize nearly complete "unity" within the entire majority population, drawing together nearly all Romanian political forces. 

What is behind this stance? What is its root cause, how can we find an explanation for the exceptional strength, the unmatched power of the political parties' and public opinion's uproar, for the "national" outcry which often degenerated into political hysteria and severe personal insults? 

One would be mistaken to believe that the sole reason for this outburst is the by now famous statement, and its truth content. 

The use of the expression ethnic cleansing with respect to Romania is by no means new. Without going into an exhaustive process to document this, it should suffice to say that András Sütő has made use of this conceptualization several times during the past few years, and what's more, shortly before the artificially and purposefully provoked scandal which was ignited at the beginning of March of this year, we had two opportunities to read this very expression in our domestic press. In these cases, however, our fastidious policy-makers did not even raise their eyebrows to the much-decried similar later use of these words. 

In the middle of February, more than 94 well-known Hungarian and German intellectuals from Kolozsvár (Cluj) issued a written protest against the policies and practices carried out by Gheorghe Funar - the city's mayor and the president of the Romanian National Unity Party - who, in their words: "in one of Romania's and Europe's important cultural centres, concentrates his primary activities at conducting a cultural ethnic cleansing directed at the Hungarian collective spirit, affecting nearly every sphere of Hungarian historical and cultural traditions." 

Such a summary of the situation that can be experienced in Kolozsvár corresponds, in meaning, to the content of the expression used in Washington. The reference made is to the "undeniable", "refined and sophisticated", "peaceful" method, which over many decades has made the situation of the Hungarians of Romania almost unbearable. The situation is mirrored by the weight of Sándor Makkai's words, the one-time bishop who was forced to leave his parish and his homeland, who said: "It is not possible," and the paradoxical nature of existence here is reinforced by the poet Sándor Reményik, one attached by "teeth and claws" to his homeland, who echoes the tragic compromise: "As is possible." 

The nation-wide uproar in March, the hysterical pseudo- outcries, the unified positions reminiscent of the Ceauşescu-era nationalist loyalty-campaigns show not even a trace of any attempt, by the accusers, to familiarize themselves, investigate the facts and their weight, before making their own statements. By completely ignoring, or downplaying and denying the actual reality, the badly-informed supporters of national loyalty branded the statement a dogmatic outburst, singularly denied, and ex-catedra discarded even the possibility of the existence of any form of ethnic cleansing. Without critical thinking, they unleashed a barrage of insults and attacks at the imagined and greatly overblown "Hungarian enemy", characterizations which included: "lies", "baseless slander", "defamation", "mean-spirited falsification of Romanian realities", "extremist anti-Romanian diatribe", "irredentism", "separatism", "they sold out the country", "the bishop is the devil's pawn", and so on. 

In their massive outcry many sought to defend the "Romanian people" - as if the charge of ethnic cleansing had been leveled against them, and not against the homogenizing, nationalist governing authority. We have thus summarized the actual background of the nation-wide political scandal that was raised around the statement. 

If there is - and there certainly is - a credible explanation and an actual motivation for the general public uproar, then it is exactly the national self-esteem and dignity of the mislead Romanian masses, which was used and exploited by the well- paid experts of manipulation and provocation. The noble self-defense reflexes, aimed at protecting those national feelings which merit respect and appreciation, and the - well undermined - natural mechanisms of protecting collective self-respect, mislead even the best members of the democratic opposition and other well-meaning and well-intentioned Romanians. The governing authority, fearfully protective of its power, and obsessed with the phobia of territorial loss - which it transposes onto the masses as well - wants to gain wider support and popular legitimacy, to mobilize society on its own side precisely by exploiting the psychosis of vulnerability, and the most noble nationalist sentiments, and through this process it wishes to realize its own selfish goals and interests. 

The anti-Hungarian crusade around the ethnic cleansing statement was primarily a well-prepared trap, set up by the government and its allies for the - as yet - weak opposition and infant Romanian democracy. The deception was so successful, that in sporadic locations even the intimidated Hungarian population became confused, forcing several of its political leaders to directly or indirectly distance themselves, in this way unwillingly equating their own position with that of the government. 

The Hungarians of Romania, however, unlike their fellow ethnic Romanian citizens, have an actual basis for, and a greater degree of "things to fear," and their own no less noble national sentiments have been, for decades, and continue to be concretely offended daily. It is true that the totalitarian power takes advantage of both nationalities' sentiments and conducts vulgar political games - but in the case of the Hungarian minority these games carry a much greater risk. The possible risk for Romanian society is "at most" democracy and freedom - while at the same time, in contrast, the governing authority puts the Hungarian community's very existence at risk: its continued survival becomes questionable. 

It is cheap demagoguery or naiveté, and a falsification of reality, a short-sighted simplification to group together the livelihood of the minority Hungarians and the state-forming Romanians, to one-sidedly equate the situation of the two ethnic groups, by saying that in the post-communist misery "Romanians and Hungarians suffer alike . . . they suffer hunger and cold alike, stand in line and feel intimidated alike." This is also partly true - at the level of certain basic needs, and in the case of certain social classes. The Hungarian and other minorities, however, suffer double discrimination and oppression: not only as every ordinary citizen, but also due to their nationality, their ethnic difference. 

When democracy is dealt a blow, they feel it the most. 

According to the "classic" practice used by governing nationalities, the minorities serve as the source for the distracting "enemy picture." On top of this, they are also suitable for the scapegoat role. According to the "substitute victims" law, they can be sacrificed in the interest of the government and the constitutionally-sanctioned "Romanian nation-state." 

It is misleading then to speak of a majority and minority nationalism in the same breath, to call Romanian extremist nationalism and Hungarian national "radicalism" symmetrical, and to grant them the same value. 

Minority nationalism is fundamentally of a defensive nature: disadvantaged from the start, it seeks to protect self-identity in the face of the majority nation's artificially-developed aggressive, devastating nationalism. 

In Romania it is a misconception - one produced by the cynical manipulation of the government and the extreme nationalists - to believe that Romanians need fear the so-called "radical" or "irredentist" or "separatist" Hungarian "extremists." The nationalist-communist regime, relying on nationalist ideology, achieves a dual goal by exploiting this misconception: it is able to keep the opposition and the nation's progressive forces occupied with the minorities, while at the same time, it uses the majority to strike at the minorities, who, in their struggle for freedom, pose a - democratic - threat to its survival. It practices a nationalist, divisive policy, on the basis of which the minorities naturally always come up short. 

It is in this majority-oriented power policy that the practice of ethnic cleansing forms an organic part. This is the policy which is behind the provocations, which - drawing on the analogy of the bloody Bosnian events - have shocking effects. Just like in the fables, as predators are apt to do, it is once again the wolf who warns the - sacrificial - lamb: "do not disturb the waters!" 

* * *

We have been able to see that behind the words, what function did this singular, out-of-context statement - deprived of its actual content or purposefully misinterpreted - serve in the hands of the pseudo-democratic totalitarian regime and the well-oiled propaganda machine of the national-communist power. 

In the following section, free from any political tendency or nationalist government manipulation, we shall examine what the facts actually say. Let reality - one widely avoided, or purposefully ignored due to prejudice - the numbers, data, surveys, statistics, and our own painful experiences speak about the ethnic cleansing which has caused such a storm. 

In 1930, on the present-day territory of Romania, the population was 14,281,000; today it is 22,760,000, an increase of more than 8 million. In contrast, the growth of the Hungarian population - according to official Romanian statistical data - was minimal, an increase of no more that 66,000 people: in 1930, there were 1,554,000, while in 1992 there were 1,620,000. 

Analyzing the statistics or Transylvania: during 82 years (1910-1992) the Romanian population doubled, while the Hungarian population declined from 1,664,000 to 1,599,000, and its percentage in the total population of the region dropped from the nearly one-third (31.6%) to barely a fifth (20.7%) 

TABLE 1A. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TOTAL HUNGARIAN POPULATION
AND ITS PERCENTAGE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION OF ROMANIA 

	Romania
	1930
	1948
	1956
	1966
	1977
	1992

	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	18,057
13,181
73.6
1,554
8.6
	15,873
13,598
85.7
1,500
9.4
	17,489
15,081
86.2
1,654
9.5
	19,103
16,771
87.8
1,652
8.6
	21,560
19,000
88.1
1,714
7.9
	22,760
20,353
89.4
1,620
7.1


Note: Using the statistics from the 1930 census, the total population inhabiting the territory of present-day Romania was 14,281,000 of which 10.88% were Hungarians. 

TABLE 1B. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TOTAL HUNGARIAN POPULATION
AND ITS PERCENTAGE IN THE TOTAL POPULATION OF TRANSYLVANIA 

	Transylvania
	1910
	1920
	1930
	1948
	1956
	1966
	1977
	1992

	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	5,263
2,830
53.8
1,664
31.6
	5,063
2,931
57.9
1,306
25.8
	5,548
3,233
58.2
1,481
26.7
	5,761
3,752
65.1
1,482
25.7
	6,232
4,081
65.5
1,616
25.9
	6,720
4,570
68.0
1,626
24.2
	7,500
5,321
70.9
1,651
22.0
	7,710
5,671
73.6
1,599
20.7


The Hungarian data from the Transylvanian counties paints an even clearer picture of the unnatural population decline. In Kolozs County for example, one of the counties most heavily targeted by artificial Romanianization, during 82 years the Romanian population (rounding the numbers) increased from 231,000 to 571,000 - in contrast, the Hungarians dropped from 156,000 to 145,000, or from 39.3% to 19.8% of the population. 

TABLE 2.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TOTAL HUNGARIAN POPULATION
AND ITS PERCENTAGE IN THE TRANSYLVANIAN COUNTIES

	County
	Population
	Census year

	
	
	1910
	1920
	1930
	1956
	1966
	1977
	1992

	ARAD
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	570,7
294,2
57.9
130,6
25.7
	482,3
289,4
60.0
105,4
21.9
	488,4
307,6
63.0
103,2
21.1
	475,6
322,3
69.9
86,8
18.2
	481,2
346,0
71.8
78,3
16.3
	512,0
375,5
73.3
74,1
14.5
	487,4
392,2
80.5
60,9
12.5

	BESZTERCE-
NASZÓD
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	212,6
147,5
69.5
29,2
13.7
	201,2
144,5
71.8
19,1
9.5
	223,5
166,4
74.6
20,5
9.2
	255,8
220,8
86.3
23,6
9.2
	268,6
238,8
89.0
21,6
8.0
	286,6
259,8
90.6
21,5
7.5
	327,2
295,9
90.4
21,2
6.5

	BIHAR
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	475,9
242,0
50.8
218,2
45.9
	478,0
261,6
54.7
174,3
36.5
	527,2
306,3
58.0
193,8
36.8
	574,5
359,5
62.7
204,2
35.5
	586,5
374,3
64.0
198,1
33.8
	633,1
409,8
64.7
199,6
31.5
	634,1
419,1
66.1
180,7
28.5

	BRASSÓ
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	239,9
131,8
54.9
54,6
22.8
	238,5
138,2
58.0
49,0
20.5
	265,4
151,6
57.1
59,8
22.5
	373,9
272,8
73.0
59,2
15.8
	442,7
333,3
75.3
66,5
15.0
	582,9
457,6
78.5
73,0
12.5
	642,5
551,9
85.9
63,3
9.8

	FEHÉR
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	330,8
262,9
79.6
45,5
13.7
	320,6
264,1
82.3
35,0
10.9
	346,6
290,6
83.8
34,0
9.8
	370,8
327,2
88.2
27,3
7.4
	382,8
341,4
89.2
26,7
7.0
	409,6
360,7
88.1
27,2
6.6
	414,2
373,5
90.2
24,8
6.0

	HARGITA
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	240,6
14,6
6.1
223,1
92.7
	231,8
25,3
10.9
202,1
87.2
	250,2
22,5
9.0
223,1
89.1
	274,0
25,2
9.2
247,0
90.2
	282,4
30,5
10.8
250,7
88.7
	326,3
44,8
13.7
227,6
85.1
	347,6
48,8
14.0
294,3
84.6

	HUNYAD
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	323,5
256,8
79.4
51,5
15.9
	304,5
247,4
81.2
39,2
12.9
	319,9
266,4
83.3
39,9
12.5
	381,9
337,2
88.3
34,1
8.9
	474,6
425,4
89.6
40,3
8.5
	514,4
464,9
90.4
38,3
7.5
	548,0
503,3
91.9
33,7
6.1

	KOLOZS
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	397,4
230,7
58.0
156,3
39.3
	416,8
261,9
62.8
127,8
30.7
	475,5
299,0
62.8
149,6
31.5
	580,3
404,1
69.6
169,0
29.1
	631,1
459,5
72.8
166,1
26.3
	715,5
532,5
74.4
171,4
24.0
	735,1
530,7
77.6
145,4
19.8

	KOVÁSZNA
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	148,9
17,1
11.5
130,2
87.4
	147,0
24,9
16.9
120,4
81.9
	152,6
25,2
16.5
126,1
82.7
	172,5
30,7
17.8
140,7
81.6
	176,9
33,8
19.1
142,3
80.5
	199,0
38,9
19.6
156,1
78.4
	232,6
54,5
23.4
175,0
75.2

	KRASSÓ-SZÖRÉNY
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	342,0
251,0
73.3
13,5
4.0
	309,7
233,8
75.5
5,8
1.8
	319,3
242,4
75.9
6,9
2.2
	327,8
267,7
81.0
8,0
2.5
	358,7
297,6
83.0
8,8
2.4
	385,6
323,1
83.8
9,2
2.4
	375,8
325,0
86.5
8,1
2.2

	MAROS
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	388,3
151,3
39.0
189,6
48.8
	386,2
170,2
44.1
166,9
43.2
	425,7
185,7
43.6
188,9
44.4
	513,3
245,6
47.9
236,4
46.0
	561,6
279,8
49.1
252,9
45.0
	605,3
297,2
49.1
268,3
44.3
	607,3
316,6
52.1
251,0
41.3

	MÁRAMAROS
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	297,4
189,9
63.9
62,2
20.9
	296,9
200,0
67.3
31,2
10.5
	317,3
220,5
69.4
34,8
11.0
	367,1
284,8
77.6
51,3
14.0
	427,6
339,4
79.3
55,6
13.0
	492,9
394,4
80.0
58,6
11.9
	538,5
436,3
81.0
54,8
10.2

	SZATMÁR
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	267,7
92,3
34.5
166,7
62.3
	263,9
124,5
47.3
81,2
30.9
	301,1
140,0
46.4
126,9
42.2
	337,4
173,1
51.3
158,5
47.0
	359,4
198,4
55.2
155,2
43.2
	393,8
227,6
57.8
157,7
38.8
	400,2
233,5
58.4
140,1
35.0

	SZEBEN
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	270,6
155,7
57.5
20,4
7.5
	270,5
158,4
58.5
14,5
5.4
	307,0
181,4
59.0
19,2
6.3
	372,7
262,6
70.4
17,9
4.8
	414,8
295,3
71.2
19,9
4.8
	481,6
349,7
72.6
21,9
4.5
	452,8
397,8
87.8
19,2
4.2

	SZILÁGY
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	223,1
150,2
67.3
66,7
29.9
	218,8
150,5
68.7
55,1
25.2
	240,8
169,9
70.6
57,6
23.9
	272,0
201,0
73.9
67,5
24.8
	263,1
195,1
74.2
64,0
24.3
	274,6
194,4
73.5
64,0
24.2
	266,3
192,2
72.2
63,2
23.7

	TEMES
	Total
Romanian
%
Hungarian
%
	560,7
223,9
39.9
96,8
17.3
	512,9
217,1
42.3
74,3
14.5
	559,6
238,8
42.7
91,9
16.4
	568,9
328,1
57.6
84,5
14.9
	607,6
380,0
62.5
78,8
13.0
	696,9
472,9
67.9
77,5
11.1
	700,3
560,1
80.0
63,4
9.1


Note: The population figures are in thousands, for example: 45,8=45,800. 

The same picture is presented by enclosed graphical representations, complementing the graphs which serve as partial representations of the spectacular declines of other nationalities. 
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The steep change in proportions, as well as the decline in Hungarian-inhabited territory is even more conspicuous if we inspect the development of the demographic make-up of several of Transylvania's larger cities. In 1910, and even between the two world wars, the Hungarian majority in the more important cities contributed to 70.1% of the urban population, which dwindled to 23.3% over eight decades, while the urban Romanian population increased from 13.4% to 73.3%. 

TABLE 5.

THE ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF VARIOUS LARGER TRANSYLVANIAN
CITIES, BASED ON CENSUS DATA

	City
	Population
	Census year

	
	
	1910
	1930
	1956
	1966
	1977
	1992

	KOLOZSVÁR
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	62,7
51,2
81.6
8,9
14.2
	100,8
54,8
54.3
37,0
35.6
	154,7
74,2
47.3
74,6
48.2
	185,7
76,0
41.4 

	262,4
85,4
32.5
147,9
56.3
	328,0
74,5
22.7
248,3
75.7

	NAGYVÁRAD
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	69,0
63,0
91.3
3,8
5.5
	82,7
55,0
66.6
21,8
24.5
	98,5
58,4
59.1
34,5
34.9
	122,5
63,0
51.4 

	171,3
75,7
44.2
91,9
53.9
	220,8
73,3
33.2
143,2
64.8

	TEMESVÁR
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	72,6
28,6
39.3
7,6
10.4
	91,6
27,7
30.2
24,1
26.3
	142,3
30,0
21.1
76,2
53.5
	174,2
33,1
17.8 

	268,8
36,2
13.5
166,8
62.1
	334,3
32,0
9.6
274,2
82.0

	MAROSVÁSÁRHELY
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	25,5
22,8
89.3
1,7
6.7
	38,5
25,4
65.8
9,5
24.6
	65,2
48,1
73.8
14,3
21.9
	86,5
60,2
69.6 

	160,1
82,2
63.2
45,6
35.1
	163,6
83,7
51.1
75,8
46.3

	ARAD
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	76,4
48,4
63.4
14,6
19.1
	77,2
30,0
38.8
30,4
36.2
	106,5
31,9
30.0
59,1
55.5
	126,0
31,0
24.6 

	171,1
34,3
20.0
101,5
59.3
	190,1
29,8
15.7
151,3
79.6

	BRASSÓ
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	41,1
17,8
43.4
11,8
28.7
	59,2
23,3
39.3
19,4
32.7
	124,8
22,7
18.3
88,7
71.6
	163,3
27,8
17.0 

	257,2
34,0
13.2
195,7
76.3
	323,8
31,3
9.7
287,6
88.8

	SZATMÁR
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	34,9
33,1
94.8
1,0
2.8
	51,5
30,3
58.9
13,9
27.1
	52,1
31,2
59.9
15,8
30.3
	69,8
34,5
49.4 

	103,6
47,6
45.9
41,3
39.9
	131,9
53,8
40.8
72,9
55.3

	NAGYBÁNYA
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	16,5
10,7
64.8
5,5
33.7
	16,6
6,5
39.2
8,5
50.8
	35,9
15,3
42.6
18,8 
52.2
	64,5
20,6
31.9 

	101,0
25,3
25.0
64,0
63.4
	148,8
25,7
17.3
119,5
80.3

	ZILAH
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	8,1
7,5
92.7
0,5
6.6
	8,3
5,9
71.1
2,1
24.7
	13,4
6,9
51.1
6,4
48.1
	15,1



	31,9
13,4
42.0
18,2
57.0
	68,3
13,5
19.8
54,0
79.1

	CSÍKSZEREDA
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	6,8
6,7
97.8
0,04
0.6
	8,3
7,4
89.0
0,7
7.9
	12,0
11,2
93.7
0,7
5.5
	15,3



	30,9
24,9
80.6
5,6
18.1
	46,0
38,2
83.0
7,5
16.3

	SEPSISZENTGYÖRGY
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	



	10,8
8,4
77.2
2,0
18.7
	17,6
15,3
86.8
2,2
12.4
	20,8



	40,8



	68,1
50,9
74.7
16,0
23.5

	SZÉKELYUDVARHELY
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	



	10,0
8,7
87.5
1,0
9.5
	14,2
13,6
96.2
0,5
3.2
	18,2



	28,7



	40,0
38,9
97.4
0,8
2.1

	TOTAL

 FOR THE CITIES

ABOVE 
	Total
Hungarian 
%
Romanian
%
	413,6 
289,8 
70.1 
55,4 
13.4
	534,7
266,3
49.8
167,4
31.3
	805,4 
329,9
41.0
389,1
48.3
	992,5
346,2 
34.9 

	1528,3
459,0 
30.0 
878,5 
57.5 
	1955,6
455,8
23.3
1434,3
73.3


Note:

- The population figures are in thousands, for example: 62,7=62,700.

- The 1966 Census figures contain data only for the first eight cities on the list. 

The relevant graphical representations are downright shocking. For the purpose of observing the demographic metamorphosis which took place in several cities, we need only cite the examples of the cities of Kolozsvár (Cluj), Nagyvárad (Oradea) and Temesvár (Timişoara).
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Clearly, the graphs depicting the statistical data portray drastic changes which are not the result of natural population trends or demographic processes. A secret document, found at the end of 1989 in the city hall building of Marosvásárhely (Târgu Mureş), gives us positive proof of the Romanian authorities' deliberate policies aimed at artificially altering the ethnic composition of various cities within Transylvania, and of Transylvania as a whole. It is these massive policies of Romanianizing Transylvania, achieved using administrative tools, and the processes of industrialization and urbanization, that are to be looked at as explanations for the radical transformation of the ethnic composition of Transylvania. The continuous resettlement, the so-called closed-cities system, the unnecessary territorial and ethnic merging of villages, and other administrative reorganizations are merely a few of the more outstanding methods of the systematically planned reductions of the Hungarian community of Transylvania. Further, the forcing of local majority Hungarian populations into minority roles is indicative of the ever-present Romanian government's policies aimed at boosting artificial ethnic assimilation. 
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The mislead Romanian population, however, is completely unaware of the above processes. Instead of abandoning its anti-minority policies - as it promised during the changes in 1989 - which draw on traditional practices, the government is contributing to the growth of the anti-Hungarian atmosphere. It also directly or indirectly aids efforts aimed at “national homogenization” or more succinctly:  ethnic cleansing. 

An outstanding example, the founding pillar and an unappealable document of this nationalist course is the first clause of the Romanian Constitution, which defines our country - inhabited by several million people of other nationalities - as a "unitary nation-state." Consequently, the homogenizing, or "cleansing" policies are codified and consecrated into a national-political program by the most fundamental law of the country. 

The weak Romanian opposition, lacking a well-developed concept of national policy, or due to its unfamiliarity with the situation, mostly assists the constitutionally-sanctioned anti-minority program of the Romanian government and the parties in power. Other than its weak expressions of sympathy for the minorities, it is either seemingly poisoned by the Greater-Romanian nationalism or it is under its forceful domination, and is unable to offer a realistic and just political alternative for the country's minorities, including the two million-strong Hungarian community. It is unable to even grasp a deeper understanding of minority problems, and cannot even come to face the facts of ethnic cleansing - as rightly evidenced by the opposition parties' unified stance on the side of the inciteful, nationalist, provocative scandal-making forces of authority. 

Unfortunately, neither the opposition, nor the well-meaning but mislead Romanian citizens have yet realized that with alternating, refined methods, ethnic cleansing continues even today, with a special emphasis on lowering the social status of Hungarians, on forcing them either out or into the background. 

The Germans and the Hungarians - Transylvanians in general - are emigrating, leaving their homelands forever in much greater numbers than their proportions in the national population would warrant 

TABLE 15.

EMIGRATION STATISTICS 1990-1992

	Year
	Total
	Romanian
	German
	Hungarian
	Other

	1990
	144,543
	25,583 
	95,900 
	18,821
	4,239

	1991
	43,544 
	18,307 
	16,767 
	7,494
	976

	1992 
	34,583
	17,922 
	8,845 
	6,673
	1,143

	Totals 
	222,670
	61,812 
	121,512 
	32,988 
	6,358

	Total Minorities: 
	160, 858

	Percentage of

Total Emigrants: 
	Romanians - 27.76% 
Other Ethnic Groups - 72.24%


In absolute numbers, the number of Romanian emigrants is merely 1.87 times that of 

the Hungarians; however, if the emigration ratio were to follow the population ratios 

for the entire country, the number of Romanians emigrating should have been at least 6.7 times greater than the number of Hungarians, that is in addition to the 32,988 

Hungarians who actually left their homeland, 414,447 ethnic Romanians should have 

followed them. 
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The reasons for the Hungarian emigration - besides economic ones - are chiefly ones of ethnic nature. One example is Marosvásárhely, whose Hungarian inhabitants and whose youth have left their place of birth by the thousands, in wake of the intimidating atmosphere created by the Vatra pogrom- attempts of March 1990. The discriminating judicial decisions, handed down against a number of the participants of the December 1989 events in the Székelyföld region i.e. an area of Transylvania where the Szeklers live (Zetelaka, Oroszhegy), have had the same alienating effect among the Hungarian minority. 

A similar reaction is produced amongst the Hungarian masses when we consider our disadvantaged educational situation, the higher-than-average unemployment ratio of Hungarian workers, our large-scale displacement from various spheres of social life (e.g., government and institutional leadership, administration, the rail, postal and health institutions), or the autocratic reduction of the length of the Hungarian language television program, and the unjust appointment of ethnic Romanian prefects in the counties of Hargita and Kovászna. 

The enclosed charts realistically mirror the fact that a significant percentage (31%), nearly one-third of Hungarian students have no opportunity to be educated in their mother tongue. Hungarian students are particularly disadvantaged and under-represented in the specific areas of academic studies and technical training: only 60.4% of collegiate and 22.7% of technical school students can study in their mother tongue . The situation is also critical in the area of teacher-training - 26% of the pedagogues who participate in native language instruction are unqualified! - which further damages our relations with educational authorities. 
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Hungarians have been nearly entirely squeezed out of local and county state administration. There are nearly no Hungarian employees in the prefectures and mayoral offices. Our representation in the institutes of justice is also ridiculously low. In counties like Bihar, Szatmár and Szilágy, where Hungarians make up a significant number of the population, there is not a single Hungarian notary public. 

TABLE 18.

THE DISPLACEMENT OF THE HUNGARIANS OF ROMANIA FROM VARIOUS INSTITUTIONS

	County or City
	Percent of the Hungarian
population
	Prefectorate
	County Council
	Mayoral Office

	 
	%
	Hungarians vs. 
Rumanians
	Hungarians
%
	Hungarians vs. 
Rumanians
	Hungarians
%
	Hungarians vs. 
Rumanians
	Hungarians
%

	Arad County
	12.5
	
	
	5:110
	4.5
	
	

	City of Arad
	15.7
	
	
	
	
	1:66
	1.5

	Bihar County
	28.5
	4:117
	3.4
	3:183
	1.6
	
	

	City of Nagyvárad
	33.2
	
	
	
	
	3:89
	3.4

	Szatmár County
	35.0
	18:129
	14.0
	
	
	
	

	City of
Szatmárnémeti
	40.8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Szilágy County
	23.7
	
	9.0
	
	
	
	

	City of Zilah
	19.8
	
	
	
	
	
	7.5

	Kolozs County
	19.8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City of
Kolozsvár
	22.7
	
	
	
	
	8:168
	4.8

	Hargita County
	84.7
	14:41
	34.1
	75:85
	88.2
	
	

	City of
Csíkszereda
	83.0
	
	
	
	
	47:56
	83.9

	Kovászna County
	75.2
	13:51
	39.4
	
	
	
	

	City of
Sepsiszentgyörgy
	74.8
	
	
	
	
	
	


	County or City
	Percent of the Hungarian po-pulatin
	Notaries Public
	Lawyers
	Councilliors
	Judges

	 
	%
	Hung. vs. 
Rum.
	Hungarians
%
	Hung. vs. 
Rum.
	Hungarians
%
	Hung. vs. 
Rum.
	Hungarians
%
	Hung. vs. 
Rum.
	Hungarians
%

	Arad County
	12.5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1:38
	2.6

	City of Arad
	15.7
	
	
	4:66
	6.1
	
	
	
	

	Bihar County
	28.5
	-
	0
	
	
	1:12
	8.3
	1:12
	8.3

	City of Nagyvárad
	33.2
	-
	0
	9:122
	7.4
	1:17
	5.9
	2:21
	9.5

	Szatmár County
	35.0
	-
	0
	
	
	1:7
	14.3
	1:7
	14.3

	City of
Szatmárnémeti
	40.8
	-
	0
	8:36
	22.2
	1:10
	10.0
	0:14
	0

	Szilágy County
	23.7
	-
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	18.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Hungarians are also discriminated against in economic spheres. In state companies, a Hungarian individual can very rarely reach an executive position. Even in Kovászna County, which has an absolute Hungarian majority, the number of Hungarian business executives is proportionally small. 

TABLE 19.

RATIO OF ETHNIC HUNGARIANS AMONGST THE LEADERSHIP
OF THE STATE-OWNED COMPANIES IN VARIOUS COUNTIES AND CITIES

	COUNTY/CITY
	HUNGARIANS
	TOTAL
	PERCENTAGE

	BIHAR County
	21
	173
	12.1%


	City of NAGYVÁRAD
(Oradea) 
	5
	96
	5.2%

	SZATMÁR County
	11
	114
	9.6%

	SZILÁGY County 
	
	
	
	6.2%

	KOVÁSZNA County 
	50
	88
	56.8%
	


TABLE 20.

RATIO OF HUNGARIAN STREET-NAMES IN VARIOUS 
LARGER TRANSYLVANIAN CITIES

	CITY
	HUNGARIANS
	TOTAL
	PERCENTAGE

	ARAD
	11
	680
	1.6%

	NAGYVÁRAD
(Oradea) 
	8
	746
	1.2%

	KOLOZSVÁR
	21
	750
	2.8%

	MAROSVÁSÁRHELY 
	9
	370
	2.4%

	SZATMÁRNÉMETI 
	9
	350
	2.6%


We can hardly reach the end of the obvious, well-documented facts and results of state policies which discriminate against minorities, and treat them as second-class citizens. Consequently, this is what is meant by the expression ethnic cleansing, as interpreted by the Hungarians of Romania. These are the facts - the rest is ignorance, political evasion, misinterpretation, or purposeful nationalist instigating propaganda. The White Book of the Democratic Association of Hungarians in Romania (RMDSZ), currently being prepared, will doubtlessly present an even wider and consequently more convincing picture of the reality of the Hungarian minority's existence in Romania. 

I write these lines from within the - now twice - confiscated Bishop's Office of the Királyhágómellék Reformed Church District, facing possible eviction at any given moment. I am writing them in a street named after Marshall Ion Antonescu, the fascist dictator, pondering that here, in this city founded by King Saint László, only eight (!) of the 746 streets have names of Hungarian origin. 

Dated at Nagyvárad,
April 21, 1993. 







László Tőkés,
Bishop, 
District of Királyhágómellék, Transylvania 
 
Democracy and Minorities in Romania

Not long ago, it was unusual to mention democracy and minorities together. Not only in the Eastern region, where in the name of Soviet communist internationalism a totalitarian power sentenced hundreds of ethnic groups and millions of minority citizens to death, but also in a different way in the developed and democratic West, which after a selective amnesia that has lasted for several decades was re-awakened to the reality of the ethnic problem by the brutal ethnic bloodbaths in the former Yugoslavia.

Ceausescu’s People's Democracy often dealt with matters in a similar fashion. Within the grandiose dictator’s Democracy, reduced to national and ethnic homogeneity, the ethnic question was declared finally resolved or even non-existent, although this was hardly the opinion of the Hungarian, German, Jewish, Serbian, Gypsy and other minorities, which numbered about 3 to 5 million souls, as they dwindled year by year in the tens of thousands. The approximately 2 million Hungarian people of Romania have rejected from the very beginning the label 'Romanians of Hungarian origin.' This expression is borrowed from the ideological vocabulary of the monolithic national-communist regime, which under the 'united national' strategy of Ceausescu was intended to be force assimilation (of Hunagrians) into the majority nation.

Thus, in the past, we would hear talk of democracy and minorities at best in this restrictive and normalising sense, and directly or indirectly, expressly or tacitly, both political blocks favoured this concept along with the oppressive practices which resulted from it. 

As a reaction to this, at the very least, ignorant policy, following the turning point of 1989, the minority and small-nation nationalities have risen at the same time and with similar intensity in their wholehearted desire for democracy in Central and Eastern Europe. National awakening and minority emancipation movements have since been inseparable corollaries of the democratisation process.

The minorities in Romania demanded minority rights together with democracy in the immediate aftermath of 1989 and included in their programme of reform their democratic national demands. It is hardly accidental that as part of all the names of minority organisations established at that time the expressions 'democratic' and those designating ethnic identity are included together. This is how the following organisations came into being and proclaimed their programmes by their names alone: the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania, the German Democratic Forum of Romania, or the Roma Democratic Alliance of Romania.

The expression 'democratic' within the title of ethnically self-determining organisations is not mere fashion or an empty sign of the times - it has real content. It expresses briefly and substantially the proposition that the survival of ethnic minorities, the preservation of their identity allows for only one option: democracy.

This is why in May 1990, during the first democratic Romanian elections, the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania emerged as the second strongest alliance behind Iliescu's neo-communist Front of National Salvation. The Hungarians of Romania then and since have voted and continue to vote for democracy because they can see in it alone a guarantee of their survival, the regaining of their human and ethnic rights and the ability to stand up to the majority oppression of several decades.

Given the situation of the Hungarians of Transylvania, minority existence and democracy are closely linked. In the conception of the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania, the minority question is not some ethnic peculiarity, in contradiction with universal democratic principles, but on the contrary: it is a question the correct interpretation, effective treatment and gradual solution of which is conceivable only within a democratic framework. It follows from this that the Hungarians of Romania are not only convinced about democracy in its generality, democracy is rather, more than this, the precondition to their existence. It is therefore entirely natural that the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania, along with the Romanian democratic opposition parties, should be one of the founding members of the Romanian Democratic Convention, and as such a decisive contributor to the Convention's election results thus far.

The issues of minorities and of democracy, are, however, bound together not only in Romanian political life, but ever more strongly in international politics. The changes of 1989 removed as a matter of course the prohibition on discussion of this very delicate theme, which had been treated almost as a taboo until then. Thanks to a step-by-step political and legal developments, the guaranteeing of minority rights is today a generally accepted democratic requirement the world over, recorded in principal international instruments.

We see this increased prominence in the circumstances of Romania's acceptance into the Council of Europe. The September assembly of the Council, whilst voting for Romania’s acceptance, was neither satisfied with its analysis of respect for human rights, nor with a ceremonial declaration of minority norms, nor with their responsibility for their respect being left solely to Romania, but rather - having learnt from bitter experience (for example in the case of Slovakia) - at the same time it included nine additional requirements into the decision of acceptance, prescribing that Romania amongst other things:

· respect minorities (1), 

· promulgate a law on national minorities (3), 

· sign the European Charter on regional and minority languages (4), 

· fight racism, anti-Semitism as well as nationalist and religious discrimination (6), 

· re-evaluate cases concerning those condemned on a political or ethnic basis (7), 

· authorise the foundation and activity of mother tongue schools for children of minority communities (9).

As we see, almost every one of the complementary requirements directly or indirectly touched upon minority issues. Besides these, we come across other such recommendations, with essential minority relevance, for example: 

· the urging of a law on education (3), 

· the requirement of acceptance of the European Charter on local government (5), 

· the authorisation of the foundation and support for denominational schools (9).

Although in Romania the ambivalence inherent in 'signing everything and respecting nothing' constitutes traditional political practice, in which regard we have fresh negative experience, the requirements of the Council of Europe and especially of the control mechanism prescribed in its second point (pursuant to Resolution No. 488/1993 of the Assembly) nonetheless give substantial hope to our minorities in respect of true future guarantees of their rights and living conditions. 

But, as regards our well-founded doubts, let us quote a very fresh, almost sacrilegious example.

At the October 6th session of Romania's Senate, a Hungarian senator of the Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania respectfully proposed that Senate stand for one minute’s silence in remembrance of the 144th anniversary of the 13 Arad martyrs of the 1848-1849 fight for independence.

It should be noted that the executed generals of Lajos Kossuth’s internationally renowned struggle belonged to several nationalities. Besides the Hungarians there were Germans, Serbians, Croatians, and Austrians. They embodied the ideal of liberty beyond nations, for which they were even prepared to die.

The proposal of the Hungarian senator was followed by a two hour-long anti-Hungarian diatribe by a dozen extremist Romanian senators, the slandering of the 1848 martyred heroes, ending with an ambiguous compromise. 

This hatred-filled scene took place only a few days after Romania's acceptance into the Council of Europe. The decision concerning Romania's acceptance in point 6 says: 'The Assembly recommends to the Romanian authorities and to the parliament that they ‘make use of all means available to combat all forms of nationalist discrimination and incitement thereto’. 

No comment. 

Oradea, 7 October 1993

Six Human Rights Violations against
the 1.5 Million Hungarians of Romania

In October 2003, the Hungarian Human Rights Foundation (HHRF) submitted a written statement to the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe at a briefing entitled “Romania: Moving Toward NATO and the EU.” The following is an update of that document and offers an overview of the current, chief shortcomings in instituting genuine respect for the rights of Romania’s 1.5 million ethnic Hungarians.

1. Obstructing Freedom of Expression and Association: 
Unlawful Harassment of Advocates for Regional Autonomy
The Székely National Council (SzNC) and the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania (HNCT) were formed in October and December 2003, respectively, to encourage public debate on the vital questions of internal self-determination, local democracy and self-administration for the Hungarian minority. Romanian authorities responded swiftly by instituting police surveillance, conducting illegal detentions and otherwise harassing adherents of the two, entirely legal, avowedly law-abiding entities. At the same time, Romanian public officials, including the President, the Prime Minister, government ministers, the governing political party and all variety of administrative bodies and ultra-nationalist political entities, unleashed a barrage of invective, deliberately distorting the facts, misleading the public as to the intentions of the Hungarian community, and threatening further “legal” action.

Although these organizations function in full accord with Romanian Constitution and Resolution 1334/2003 of the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly on Positive Experiences of Autonomous Regions as a Source of Inspiration for Conflict Resolution in Europe, the authorities are conducting a rigorous intimidation campaign in an effort to criminalize the constitutionally guaranteed right of every citizen of Romania to free speech.

On October 9, 2003 police stopped the car of Imre Fodor, the Deputy Mayor of Târgu Mureş/Marosvásárhely and an ethnic Hungarian, in the village of Sângeorgiu de Pădure/Erdőszentgyörgy, Mureş/Maros County. After opening the car trunk, which contained posters of the Székely National Council, Mr. Fodor was detained and taken to the local police station. The unlawful intrusion and detention were followed by three hours of interrogation by Colonel Anca, Deputy Commissioner of the Mureş County Police, and Marius Călin Ştefănescu, Prosecutor from the Târgu Mureş/Marosvásárhely Court of Appeals. 

On the same day, two other SzNC supporters were also interrogated by police. Árpád Andrássy, President of the Luduş/Marosludas branch of the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR), and Lajos Márton, member of the Civic Association of Hungarians were detained in Târgu Mureş while posting invitations to the founding meeting of the Târgu Mureş branch of the Council. 

The next day harassment continued: the Sovata/Szováta police searched the car of András Tőkés, member of the Târgu Mureş/Marosvásárhely city council (and, coincidentally, brother of autonomy-advocate Bishop László Tőkés). Finding SzNC posters in the car, the officers took Mr. Tőkés to the police station where he refused to give a written statement. On the same day, police confiscated SzNC leaflets about to be distributed by Szilárd Madaras in Gheorgheni/Gyergyószentmiklós. 

In an October 13 interview with the Romanian-language daily Evenimentul Zilei Dan Petru, Chief Prosecutor of the Mureş County Court of Appeals, threatened that Fodor, Andrássy and Tőkés faced charges of “disturbing the constitutional order,” punishable by 5-15 years imprisonment. 

This pattern of intimidation and harassment elicited protests by domestic human rights advocates. Smaranda Enache, co-chair of the Târgu Mureş-based Pro Europa League, told reporters that Fodor had been the victim of ethnic discrimination and the League would report the case at various international forums. On October 21, 2003 DAHR Parliamentarian Zsolt Szilágyi lodged a petition with the appropriate government body, the so-called “National Council against Discrimination (NCAD),” to which he annexed a report by Romanian human rights advocate Gabriel Andreescu. In its December 4 reply, the NCAD alleged that the events did not fall within its jurisdiction and the file would be forwarded elsewhere. Szilágyi then filed an appeal against the NCAD decision with the Bucharest Court of Appeals ― which has failed to respond to date.

Meanwhile, invectives on the part of various officials and public figures have continued unrelenting since the Fall. On January 21, 2004, the country’s “Supreme Defense Council” issued a statement claiming that a bill on autonomy drafted by the SzNT for the predominantly Hungarian-inhabited region, Székelyföld, is “unconstitutional.” Romanian President Ion Iliescu, admitted to reporters that it will be up to Parliament to decide the fate of the bill, which has not even been submitted yet to that body. Nevertheless, according to Iliescu, the Council felt obligated to “set the tone” in this question. (For additional examples of the ongoing smear campaign).
Hindering the freedom of association and suppressing decentralization and local democracy is not restricted to ethnic minority aspirations. The Romanian government’s commitment to these democratic principles has been seriously called into question by the banning of political parties dedicated to these principles. A case in point is the fate of the multi-ethnic Transylvania-Banat League founded on March 23, 2002 by an ethnic Romanian, Sabin Gherman. On February 3, 2003, the Bucharest Court of Appeals rejected an appeal by the League against a recent Bucharest Court decision which had refused to register the organization as a political party. The court alleged that the organization’s support for European regionalism “undermined the Romanian nation-state,” and objected to the fact that its insignia contained the stars of the European Union’s emblem.
2. Denying the Symbols of Ethnic Identity:
Duplicity and Unlawful Acts in Barring the Freedom Statue of Arad
Governmental dishonoring of the repeated pledge to re-erect an important Hungarian symbol — the Freedom Statue in the city of Arad — represents a current illustration of the deliberate polarization of ethnic communities and artificial heightening of tensions, central government action to overrule local decision-making, and a seemingly purposeful disruption of harmonious bilateral relations between Romania and Hungary.

Following months of restoration work, on October 5, 2003 the Freedom Statue—originally erected in 1890 to commemorate the 1848 Hungarian revolution against Austrian rule—was to be ceremoniously unveiled at Fireman’s Square in the Western Transylvanian city of Arad. What should have been fulfillment of a reasonable and legitimate Hungarian community and local aspiration, has resulted in the alienation of the Hungarian community and the escalation of domestic and bilateral tensions because of the Romanian leadership’s subterfuge and backtracking.

Restoring the statue to its former dignity was a cherished desire of the Hungarian community since the 1989 overthrow of communism. Although already included in the 1998 Romanian-Hungarian Bilateral Agreement, it was in 2001 that the issue was included in the Cooperation Agreement between the ruling Social Democrat Party (PSD) and the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR), reinforced through an inter-party agreement at the county level as well. Considering the matter on the track to resolution, DAHR took it off the agenda for their 2002 and 2003 agreements with the PSD. In fact, on November 26, 2002, the Arad City Council voted 2.2 Billion Lei (approx. $66,000) to restore the statue and re-erect it at a central location. Meanwhile the Freedom Statue Society — a domestic NGO — began an international fundraising campaign, collected 300,000 Euros, and began restoration work. Unbeknownst to the Hungarian community and its leadership, the National Public Historic Commission of the Ministry of Culture had issued a secret decision against the restoration on July 18, 2003. The national leadership concealed the news of its about-face until the ultra-nationalist PSD Senator Adrian Păunescu “accidentally” revealed it in an August 18 television interview. Consequently, work at the site was abruptly terminated.

Despite appeals by the DAHR leadership and intercessions by Hungarian President Ferenc Mádl and Prime Minister Péter Medgyessy, the Romanian leadership remains unwilling to honor its numerous commitments to allow the installation of the statue as agreed. The most troubling question is: why?

Whereas true cooperation could have been achieved on a clearly local matter, it has been deliberately escalated to the level of a national crisis, creating an artificial polarization between Romanians and Hungarians. On September 30, Romanian Prime Minister Adrian Năstase said in Strasbourg that “the sensitivities of Romanians also have to be considered,” thereby once again hiding behind pressure from extreme nationalists who apparently need to be appeased.

After needlessly antagonizing the Hungarian minority, the Romanian leadership offered a “compromise,” where none is warranted, to create a “park of reconciliation” which would house the Freedom Statue along with other Romanian symbols. At the most recent, December 23, 2003 meeting between Prime Minister Năstase and DAHR President Béla Markó, the government confirmed its refusal to allow restoration of the Freedom Statue to its original site. The message to the Romanian people is unmistakable: whatever reaffirms Hungarian identity can only be interpreted as “anti-Romanian.” Nor is the message any less clear toward the international organizations (NATO and the EU) to which Romania aspires: for the sake of political expediency the Romanian leadership will not shy away from the kind of anti-minority provocations which destablized the region for a decade in neighboring former Yugoslavia.

3. Church and Community Property Restitution Still Unresolved
Romania’s failure to restore 2,140 properties confiscated from Hungarian churches represents a fourfold breach of international commitments. By failing to undertake timely and necessary restitution measures, the government (1) curtails religious liberties, (2) violates the sanctity of private property, (3) encroaches on the rights of minority communities, and (4) denies the material resources to build civil society.

The Hungarian Human Rights Foundation has issued six documents monitoring developments since Law No. 501/2002 on restitution of properties illegally confiscated from religious denominations under communism (1945-1989) was adopted by the Romanian Parliament on June 25, 2002. In January 2003, in consultation with the Churches themselves, we identified thirteen minimum measures which the Romanian government needs to take in order for the restitution process to begin. Justice delayed is justice denied. Attachment Nos. 6-7 identify the continued snail’s pace progress to reverse the decades-long injustice, originally perpetrated by communist tyranny, then perpetuated by the “democratic” Romanian state for the past 14 years.

4.  Failure to Restore the Independent
Hungarian State University in Cluj/Kolozsvár
Education in the native language is probably the single most important factor for ensuring the collective survival of an ethnic minority. Yet, another year will pass without adequate Hungarian-language education at the Babeş-Bolyai University in Cluj/Kolozsvár. Before the end of the 2002/03 school year, ethnic Hungarian professors at the institution again submitted a request to the university senate to establish two Hungarian divisions (humanities and natural sciences), which would integrate the existing Hungarian departments. As in the past, the issue continues to be passed back and forth between the university leadership, which cries insufficient monies; and the government, notably Education Minister Ecaterina Andronescu, who evades action under the guise of “academic autonomy.” The current Romanian government is on record promising that it will facilitate this measure, as well as introduce Hungarian-language sections at the Gheorghe Dima Music Academy in Cluj, the University of Agricultural Sciences in Cluj, and the Târgu Mureş Technical University: (1) both the 2002 and 2003 Cooperation Agreements between the ruling PSD and the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania confirm this commitment, and (2) at a April 19, 2002 Bucharest meeting with representatives of the Hungarian Human Rights Foundation, Romanian Prime Minister Adrian Năstase pledged that the issue would be quickly resolved. 

Background: Immediately after the 1989 Romanian revolution, the governing National Salvation Front explicitly pledged to restore the independent Hungarian-language Bolyai State University, which the former dictator Nicolae Ceauşescu abolished in 1959 by forcibly merging it with the Romanian Babeş University. The demise of this institution, which dates back 500 years, heralded the regime’s campaign to eliminate all native-language education and severely traumatized the Hungarian community. Today, the numbers show that ethnic Hungarians are disproportionately underrepresented in the country’s colleges and universities, thus under-educated and disadvantaged compared to ethnic Rumanians. According to the 2002 national census, 6.6 percent of the country’s population is ethnic Hungarian, yet in the 2001/02 academic year, merely 4.3 percent of students enrolled in institutions of higher education were of Hungarian nationality.

5. Anti-Hungarian Bias in the Judicial System
The selective prosecution of ethnic Hungarians in Romania has not even been addressed, much less corrected, to this day. On February 12, 2003, the last ethnic Hungarian imprisoned for participation in revolutionary acts related to the 1989 overthrow of communism, Antal Reiner, was released on good behavior. The release of Reiner, a political prisoner who was not pardoned by Romanian President Ion Illiescu as would have been warranted, does not unfortunately signify that justice was finally served. In fact, none of the 13 ethnic Hungarians selectively prosecuted, convicted and sentenced to a combined total of 145 years for their December 1989 resistance to the Ceauşescu regime have been rehabilitated. Not only were these individuals wrongfully sentenced and most imprisoned with no legal or financial recourse, but for some, the victimization by the Romanian judicial system has not ended. For example, the court ordered Reiner and his other co-defendants to pay 250 million Lei (approx. $8,000) in “damages.”

Background: The selective prosecution and conviction of these 13 ethnic Hungarians for actions that were hailed as “heroic” when committed by ethnic Romanians, presents compelling evidence of a strong anti-Hungarian bias in the judicial system. Of the six police fatalities that occurred in December 1989 in the two Hungarian majority inhabited counties of Harghita/Hargita and Covasna/Kovászna—three ethnic Romanian and three ethnic Hungarian—prosecution occurred only in the ethnic Romanian cases. Consequently, 13 ethnic Hungarians from these two counties were handed a combined sentence of 145 years, out of which 34 years and 7 months were actually served. After seven men were freed by presidential pardon in March 1994, three of them died, two committing suicide. Even though a January 1990 general amnesty (Law 3/1990, Article 1) issued by then Interim President Ion Iliescu had granted amnesty to participants of lynchings during the revolution, it was never applied in the above-mentioned cases.

In fact, the selective prosecution continued. The Council of Europe’s Opinion 176 of 1993 specifically called on the Romanian authorities to “reconsider in a positive manner the issue of releasing those persons imprisoned on political or ethnic grounds.” But it was in 1999, a full six years later, that six defendants from Târgu Secuiesc/Kézdivásárhely were sentenced to several years, four of them in absentia. The two who were in the country, Reiner and Dezső Héjja, were imprisoned; These six ethnic Hungarians were singled out for the lynching of the local representative of dictatorial rule, Aurel Agache, a particularly brutal police major who, on December 22, 1989, armed with his service revolver, tried to prevent the crowd from entering the local Communist Party headquarters in the town. 

The Romanian legal system has served well the interests of the Agache family: Since the defendants were not able to pay the exorbitant monies awarded in “compensation” to them, the son of the deceased, Aurel Dionisie Agache, sued. Spurred on by anti-Hungarian invective generated in the Parliament by the president of the Greater Romania Party Senator Corneliu Vadim Tudor, and capitalizing on the fact that Reiner and Héjja’s records have not been expunged, justice continues to evade the true victims and condones the aggressors. Even after one of the chief witnesses against Reiner, Gizella Várdó publicly recanted her testimony on March 17, 2003, disclosing that she had in fact not seen Reiner in the crowd on the day of Agache’s death, the Bucharest Supreme Court rejected Reiner’s petition for a retrial.

6. Obstructing Bilingualism in Public Administration
The Law on Public Administration (215/2001), adopted on May 23, 2001 mandated the use of the native language, and the display of bilingual government institution, street and place name signs, in localities where a minority population exceeds 20 percent. As a result, a total of 1,072 localities became eligible to use the Hungarian language in public administration. However, the rule of law is seriously undermined by the near total failure to actually implement the law in Alba, Satu Mare, Arad, Maramureş and Cluj counties. The centrally-appointed government Prefects—legally bound to oversee the upholding of laws locally—refuse to file charges against Cluj/Kolozsvár Mayor Gheorghe Funar and other violators.

Even where the law is ostensibly implemented, its intent is often violated. The public administration law, for example, mandates that in those local councils where minority members make up at least one-third of the body, the native language can be used in proceedings. In the case of the Mureş/Maros County Council, simultaneous translating devices were purchased in February 2003 for 800 million Lei (approx. $24,200). When the ethnic Hungarian council members, however, spoke up in Hungarian, three members from the ultra-nationalist PUNR and Greater Romania Party vehemently objected, quitting the proceedings in “protest.” Another member, Doru Opriscan of the National Liberal Party, appealed to his Hungarian colleagues not to avail themselves of their right for the sake of expediency and efficiency. The ethnic Hungarian councilors are constrained into self-censorship, since whenever one of them tries to speak in Hungarian, the debacle is repeated. The 75 percent Hungarian-inhabited Sfântu Gheorghe/Sepsiszentgyörgy has had its translating apparatus ever since the law was adopted two years ago. The three ethnic Romanian members of the city council, however, refused to use the headset, because it “singles them out.” After two years of refusal to participate in the work of the body, except to vote against every proposal brought before the council, a compromise was recently reached: The proceedings are translated into Romanian and now amplified, so the offended members do not have to wear the headsets. 

For the second year in a row, the Romanian Parliament has failed to ratify the European Charter on Minority or Regional Languages, as agreed to in both the 2002 and 2003 Cooperation Agreements between the ruling Social Democrat Party (PSD) and the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR).
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