Romania – in the language of plain facts

I.

The United States’ Congress grants its greatest economic favour, that is to say Most Favoured Nation status (MFN) based on the democratic transformation of individual countries and upon their respect for human rights. From this perspective, in recent times an ever-increasing accent is being laid upon guarantees of minority rights.

Let us examine to what extent Romania fulfils the requirements enumerated above. What stage has democratisation reached in our country, what is the situation in the field of general human – and collective ​– minority rights?

Mme Catherine Lalumière, General Secretary of the Council of Europe has recently asserted that before 1993 there can be no discussion of Romania’s membership of the organisation. 

Nevertheless, in the United Nations’ Organisation Joseph Voyamme – who was occupied with the Romanian situation – had his special reporter status recently revoked, deemed as it was unnecessary given the results achieved in the area of the country’s democratisation. 

Similarly, the government of the United States has expressed its readiness concerning the grant of MFN. This notwithstanding, Tom Lantos and a group of representatives questioned the results achieved by Romania in the area of human and minority rights and linked the granting of MFN to strict conditions. 

The picture about Romania formed abroad is utterly contradictory. What is the truth? What is the international image of the country and how does the factual reality stand in comparison? I would like to answer these questions in the language of plain facts, limiting myself to strictly necessary explanations whilst interpreting them. 

It is worth noting that recently the issue of Romania’s international image has come sharply into focus, becoming the central subject of internal political and press disputes. The governing power and the strengthening extreme nationalists bring the charge primarily against the representatives of the Hungarians as well as the Romanian opposition that – ignoring the realities – they deliberately damage Romania’s image and political credit in the eyes of the democratic West and the United States. According to them allegation it is due to us that the country is negatively judged in Europe, consequently, ‘the outsiders’ and Hungarian-loving ‘treacherous’ opposition are responsible for Romania’s international isolation, for the deepening of the economic crisis, for the deterioration in living conditions of the Romanian people. 

By such a presentation of the issue, Iliescu’s governing party and the – practically allied – ultra-nationalist forces fabricate a political weapon against the democratic opposition, against the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (which is part of it), and against their prominent representatives respectively. As a result of this, the Romanian masses themselves – misled by communist methods – are also inclined to blame the supporters of democratic transformation as well as the minorities (Hungarians, Jews), regarded as public enemies of the nation, for the devastating economic and political situation. Slanderous allegations are everyday, like e.g. the recent press and governmental attacks on Géza Szőcs, a Romanian senator of Hungarian origin, simply because that he – as a member of the Romanian parliamentary delegation in Strasbourg – was not disposed to glorify unilaterally the Romanian ‘democracy’ before the Council of Europe. Similarly, the author of these lines was also reprimanded by a Secretary of State of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the critical positions he had taken abroad, most recently in the Scandinavian countries. 

In general, it can be asserted that the governing political powers of Romania are willing to uphold further the myth of the country’s positive image at all costs by the former, Ceauşescu-style means of misinformation both in order to preserve their power, and to gain the economic support of the developed West. Whenever this is not successful, the governing power and the extreme – post-communist – nationalists burst out in vehement political hysteria, directing the successive waves of their ever-renewing attacks chiefly against the Hungarians, against ‘the outsiders’ in general and – last but not least – against the democratic opposition. 

Taking into account all these connected circumstances it is doubly important for me to stick to a factual presentation of the reality, thus letting the facts speak for themselves. 

II.

Ion Iliescu, the president of Romania, is a one-time high-ranking communist party official, who lost his credibility even in his alleged reform-communist manifestation. 

Today, on the anniversary of the miners terror in Bucharest two years ago, people have again been demonstrating against him in the capital. One week ago, on the other hand, he almost had to hide incognito in Kolozsvár/Cluj, the second largest city in the country, in order to avoid facing counter-demonstrators. 

President Iliescu had been helped to power by the ‘revolution’ in 1989, yet he is the same person who one year later, during the summer of 1990, smashed the revolutionaries of the University Square in Bucharest by means of organised miners’ units. 

The deaths of roughly 1,500 victims of the 1989 mass-murders in Timisoara, Bucharest, Cluj, Tirgu Mures and Sibiu are still unpunished. Justice has not been done – only some sporadic legal fudging has occurred. The murderers were at best superannuated (pensioned) or transferred into other jobs, while many of them were even promoted and decorated. 

In their stead, minority citizens were condemned and suffered on the basis of fabricated allegations. The sacrificial conviction of Hungarians and Gypsies is thus meant to satisfy the Romanian national ‘thirst for justice’, which has been raised by nationalist instigation. 

The nationalistic creation of a Public Enemy, the search for scapegoats, reminiscent of anti-Semitic methods, serves the exculpation of the footsoldiers of the old regime, the misleading of masses, as well as the diversion of public attention from the real problems. Television, which remained a state monopoly, and the entire media – save for some rare exceptions – all serve the preservation of governing power, the survival of the old regime and of its remaining representatives. A substantial proportion of members of the pseudo-democratic parliament are ex-communists, almost the entire administration is the same as before, the secret service – i.e. the infamous Securitate – merely changed its name.

The extreme right and the extreme left have formed an alliance: i.e. the ex-communists and the extreme nationalists. Romanian fascism has been revived: evidence of it is the unofficial rehabilitation of the one-time war criminal and mass-murdering Romanian dictator, Ion Antonescu. The media popularises anti-Semitism and xenophobia without rebuke. In March 1990 an anti-Hungarian pogrom took place, with tacit central sup-port, in Tirgu Mures and its organisers and executors are still unpunished to this day.

An infamous nationalist mass-movement, the Vatra Românească has the effect of doubling post-communist central power. It is nothing other than a cover organisation for the Nomenclature and the former Securitate, a non-official countrywide power structure. It is present in the government, in the army, within the police, and in the entire administration. It carries out the functions of the old power apparatus – in a democratic and institutional disguise, under a false name, that is to say hiding behind the one which it uses for cover. Its ideology is chauvinist nationalism.

At the end of 1991, with the promise of democracy and the rule of law, the new constitution was born. Its nationalism and well-disguised deficiencies undermine its proclaimed democratic character. The chief obstacle to democracy and the rule of law, however, is the fact that fundamental legal reform is overdue: most of the Ceauşescu-type, pseudo-democratic laws are still valid even today – consistent with the Constitution.

The economic crisis is deepening further. There are very few signs of a tendency in the right direction. Privatisation almost never even began – it is mostly artificially hindered. The process of redistribution of land – because of its imperfections – is bringing about a crisis.

We have hardly passed through to the stage of party-political struggles. The contest goes on for the mere possession of power – and not for society, the country, the people, the civilians, or Democracy.

Socio-political dialogue, pluralist co-operation are still not present. The traditions of democracy are deficient, whatever remained of them was killed before it could grow – thus, we are at the beginning of a learning process.

Progress is significantly hindered by a mentality accustomed to an anti-democratic, despotic, hierarchical, and totalitarian state of affairs and values. Further, the old national-communist, atheist regime has effected immense destruction in the moral arena. The citizens of a society built upon fear can do nothing with their freedom – they have remained prisoners of their past and of themselves. Historical and personal justice, the revision of the past and of values did not happen - society is confused, troubled, and dysfunctional. The feeling of being intimidated is continual and like a reflex; the plague of mistrust is poisonous. 

Perhaps the only valid step towards a change of regime is the freedom of the press. In Romania one can write about anything: the biggest fly in the ointment, however, is the press’s susceptibility to everyday politics, its existence as a primary means of their practice, and its subjection to resultant manipulation. Freedom of the press becomes relative for economic reasons (e.g. lack of paper), and also because of the government’s practice of raising artificial, bureaucratic obstacles in the way of the opposition press (distribution etc.). 

An extremely pressing question of recent days is the long-delayed general election, which has been sabotaged by the corrupt post-communist, parliament. 

The local elections of February are not very promising for the current government, remnant of the past that it is. Therefore, from its endangered position – because of the relative gains of the opposition – the government is realigning itself with extreme right-wing forces, which also gained ground. As a result, in the elections there is a danger of a sharp swing to the right. Or at least, there may be a polarisation, one pole being extreme nationalism. At the same time, however, as a consequence of the above, counting as well on the discouragement born of the bankruptcy of a regime further compromised by nationalism – and assuming a united front – the democratic opposition may hope for a democratic breakthrough, as happened for example in Bulgaria.

Finally, there exists the danger that extremist forces close to the government – fearing such a democratic change – will try to provoke by diversionary methods a situation which justifies an aggressive takeover of government power or even full-blown civil war. 

Avoiding these dangers, getting beyond the situation presented, is imaginable only with the effective help and close scrutiny of the democratic world and of Europe. 

III.

Following the general assessment of the democratic situation let us continue our investigation in the area of minority rights.

It is already evident from the perspective of human rights that guarantees of minority rights are an indispensable condition or even a key question of democratisation. This is peculiarly apposite in our region and in Romania, where we witness the regrettable revival of a virulent nationalism, which has extreme historical antecedents. The case of the former Yugoslavia exemplifies in an acute manner that solutions in the area of ethnic and minority relations are a pressing political task. Without them not only democracy, but European peace and stability are merely a dream.

Romania fails to recognise the historical bases of the minority question and by this it continues or at least helps the oppression of its national and religious minorities, which number in the millions. Generally speaking, the Iliescu-regime seeks to sustain an unjustifiable position of the kind perpetuated by Ceauşescu, after which the situation of minorities in Romania has been solved and is nowhere in Europe more favourable than in Romania. As a result, they have no reason to complain at all, and if they – the Hungarians, for example – are still unsatisfied, this is nothing more than an irredentist attack on the Romanian state and nation, a disloyal machination with regional separatist tendencies, the exclusive aim of which is Transylvania’s secession from the country. This hardened position, based on a artificially sustained nationalist phobia decades-old, as well as the majority ideology, used as a mere pretext for oppression and deprivation of rights, makes effective steps towards a solution impossible. 

Let us now see how the factual minority situation in Romania looks in comparison to its official presentation within the country.

More than 30% of the population of ‘Great Romania’ created after the First World War consisted of ethnic minorities. All Romanian governments since, on the basis of a pan-Romanian ideology of a so-called united nation state, have focused upon assimilating the minorities or upon displacing them from their birthplace. This they did with the Hungarian minority, which represented 35% of the population of Transylvania, which was ceded to Romania. The Hungarian minority – even by that time – still formed an absolute majority in large parts of Transylvania. 

Most of the German minority (which at the outset numbered around 800,000 souls) as well as the majority of the substantial number of Jewish people left after the Second World War, were displaced or allowed to emigrate against a hard-currency exit fee during Ceauşescu’s time. Today, only a fraction of them, a few tens of thousands remain in their homeland. 

As a result of the depletion of the ethnic groups mentioned, the entire weight of the Romanian nationalist policy fell upon the only substantial remaining minority, namely the two million Hungarian people. This tendency has even strengthened since 1989. The practice of artificial assimilation is continuing, moreover, the country intends to get rid of its non-Romanian citizens chiefly by the means of free emigration. Following the changes of 1989, some 200,000 Germans and about 100,000 Hungarians have hurriedly left Romania. This process caused by the adverse conditions continues further today – to the obvious satisfaction of the government. 

The minorities have substantial reasons for emigration – especially the Hungarians.

An unrestrained campaign of anti-Hungarian incitement – which resembles the one-time anti-Semitic propaganda – continues in Romanian society, especially in the Parliament and in the media. On one hand, it is sufficient to refer merely to the godless activities of the racist organisation Vatra Românească and of its kith and kin, the Great Romania Party and the Romanians’ National Union Party, or to the misleading and instigating programme policy of the Romanian Television. On the other hand, one has to take into account the centrally organised, widespread attacks and smear campaigns against the mostly Hungarian population of Tirgu Mures as well as against the two counties where Hungarians are in the majority: Harghita and Covasna. Xenophobia, used as an antidemocratic diversion and raised to the status of a policy, plays a decisive role not only in the wholesale emigration of the population but also in the achievement of a communist restoration. 

In glorious everyday examples of the course that all-pervasive nationalism is taking are the following:

In the spirit of national discrimination, the Hungarian participants of the people’s uprising of 1989 in Oroszhegy and Zetea as well as the Hungarians and Gypsies provoked to resist during the pogrom of Tirgu Mures in March 1990 were condemned to long terms of imprisonment in shameful show trials. On the other hand, those of Romanian nationality who were in fact responsible for the events – several of them being identified criminals – enjoy full impunity or were even promoted or advanced. 

Chief Rabbi Moses Rosen and the undersigned László Tőkés received deadly threats. Graffiti demanding the death of Jews appeared on the walls of Oradea and of other settlements. Anti-Semitic statements have also increased in the press. 

Senator Vulpescu has recently openly proposed the gathering of rebellious Hungarians into concentration camps to parliament and the public.

Iosif Constantin Drăgan, a businessman with a fascist past currently living in Italy, who was Ceauşescu’s close follower and is now honorary president of the Vatra Românească, in his quality as patron of a number of extreme nationalist Romanian periodicals (Renaşterea Bănăţeană – Banat’s Renaissance, Phoenix, România Mare – Great Romania) is currently financing the policy of national incitement.

A series of streets have recently been renamed after the one-time fascist dictator, Marshall Ion Antonescu: amongst others, the one on which our church district office is found in the vicinity of a synagogue (!). It is intended to erect a statue in the near future for the ‘Conducator’
 in his home town. At events comemorating the anniversary of his birth even the Romanian army was represented at a high level. 

In President Iliescu’s retinue on his internal travels we also find Győző Hajdú (= Victor Hajdú, as he preferred to use the Romanian form of his given name) of Hungarian origin, who by his renegade anti-Hungarian activity serves his nationalist Romanian masters. The method is an old one: persecuting Hungarians with Hungarians, if possible. 

The census held at the beginning of the year aimed clearly to falsify the real number of souls belonging to national and religious minorities. I, along with many others, protested, which resulted in my being sentenced to a fine and summoned to trial in Oradea.

The use of the Hungarian and in general of minority languages is restricted by the constitution itself. On a territory similar in size to Slovenia, which an 80% Hungarian majority – namely the Székely land
 – the use of the mother tongue of the population is forbidden in public life, in the courts and in administrative matters.

Despite the fact that following the 1992 February local elections the situation has improved a little, minority representatives are almost entirely absent from national, regional, and local administration. By way of example, of the 26 board members on Bihor county’s administrative council (the population of Bihor county being 40% Hungarian) not one Romanian citizen of Hungarian nationality
 can be found. The public services (post, rail etc.) employ hardly any non-Romanian employees.

Following the changes of 1989, the door was opened to the introduction of multilingual settlement-names in multinational or minority regions. As a result of the anti-minority propaganda campaigns, however, in most of these settlements the signs were arbitrarily taken down. In Mures county for example, this happened as a result of a direct order of the authorities.

In Hungarian regions, extraordinary military exercises held to intimidate the population are frequent, as well as, frightening low-flying exercises.

Soldiers of Hungarian nationality are almost exclusively kept in Romanian regions of the country and are in several cases discriminated against because of their origin.

The destruction and desecration of historic memorials and of places of cultural and religious significance to Hungarians is a daily event – as is the passive attitude of the authorities. The Petőfi-statue
 in Marghita and the Arany-statue
 in Salonta were daubed with paint shortly after they were erected. Unknown culprits destroyed several Petőfi memorials. The foundation stone of the new Reformed church building in Oradea has been desecrated. 

The criminals perpetrating acts against minorities have a strong tendency to target our churches (e.g., temples, synagogues, graveyards). In recent times, the abuses, injustices, and crimes against Hungarian churches have multiplied, the evident goal of which is to exert pressure on the minority and to hinder democratic transformation by artificially generated tension.

On 19 March, at the second anniversary of the bloody conflict of Tirgu Mures the state authorities of Cluj county have subjected the manses, churches, ecclesiastical and political leaders of the Reformed congregations of Săvădisla and Leta to unjustified, unlawful and ethnically and religiously humiliating searches. 

In the same period, the central Reformed church building of Satu Mare and the Roman Catholic Bishop’s Palace were successively devastated by unknown arsonists and looters. 

In Oradea, at the instigation of the authorities, a nationalist-chauvinist group of judges deprived the Reformed Church District of its own headquarters. 

In Cluj, the Mayor’s Office obstructs Hungarian and ecclesiastical institutions (e.g, the Unitarian bishopric) in the exercise of administrative rights over their own business premises.

The Roman Catholic Church can complete this list as victim of the most severe offences imaginable.

On 25 March 1990 the Catholic chapel of Bélbor was set on fire and burned to the ground by unknown criminals. 

The church at Zăbala was also set on fire, and – as usual – the criminals were not identified by the authorities.

On Christmas day, on his return from service, Sándor Pál Roman Catholic priest of Gyergyóhodos was severely beaten and had death threats made against him by local Romanians. 

Those Northwest-Romanian, i.e. Transylvanian towns, in which (with the aid of anti-Hungarian manipulation by the Romanian ministry of the exterior) extreme nationalist mayors have gained power under the banner of the Romanian National Union Party, deserve a separate chapter.

From among these Gheorghe Funar, Mayor of Cluj, is stands out: he introduced a true atmosphere of anti-Hungarian terror in Transylvania’s one-time capital. 

In Clu,j the irregular and unlawful anti-Hungarian mayoral decrees and restrictions follow continuously one upon the other.

Gheorghe Funar anti-constitutionally restricts freedom of association by subjecting the holding of public democratic or minority events to his prior consent. Not long ago, he forbade a conference on local government issues, intended for Dutch and Hungarian participants. Later, he subjected the regional assembly of the Soros Foundation (established to promote democracy) to harsh restrictions. In the same manner, on 11 June, he attempted to obstruct the mass rally concerning education of Hungarians in Cluj. 

Mayor Funar forbade all Hungarian as well as bilingual ecclesiastical, commercial, and institutional inscriptions, including mother-tongue advertisements and billboards for the Hungarian Theatre and other institutions. He punishes with fines all who disobey.

Hungarian institutions are also subject to general persecution. On various pretexts, Mr. Funar has sworn to close down the offices of two Hungarian literary periodicals (Korunk and Helikon) in Cluj and the county headquarters of the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania. The eviction of the Democratic Union of Hungarian Youth actually began on 15 June, but after protests by the Hungarian population and on the order of the prefect it has been halted for the time being.

The activity of an officially registered firm with Hungarian interests (Portal Export-Import KT), whose object was the establishment of a cable television network, was banned. A proposal was made to take into common ownership all the – mostly Hungarian ecclesiastical – buildings in the central square of the town. The dissolution of the Hungarian schools regained after 1989, with their long historical tradition, has also been mooted.

Mayor Funar declared in front of an economical delegation that the reason why he did not desire the participation of the town at the future world exposition in Hungary, because – as he said – the Hungarians intend to re-establish the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

A strange twist of the Romanian ‘constitutional’ legal order is that whilst in Cluj, Hungarian-hating Funar tolerates no bilingual inscriptions, at the same time, 150 kilometres away but in the same country, in Oradea we were permitted to unveil Hungarian and Hungarian-Romanian memorial tablets with the authorisation of the local mayor during the course of May. 

This ambiguity is typical of Romania in other aspects also. Whilst the leaders of Baia Mare follow Funar’s ultra-nationalist policy and introduce restrictions concerning gatherings, at the same time the democratic mayor of Timisoara has authorised an international conference concerning collective minority rights in the town and is also sending delegates there to represent him. On the other hand, though, in the selfsame Timisoara – with state assistance – a publishing office with fascist background recently took possession of the former Hungarian House. 

Beyond the facts, the most regrettable thing is that the government, the President and the constitutional parliament are silent on these problems, moreover, they intend to make Europe and the world believe that as far as minority issues in Romania are concerned, everything is in the best possible order. 

President Iliescu has recently visited Cluj and readily supported the mayor. According to central official statements, the government – it is claimed – ‘cannot interfere in the internal business of local administration’. Consequently, (in an indirect manner) it encourages mayor Funar’s insane local dictatorship. 

Mother-tongue education is of extraordinary importance as a minority issue. During the past weeks, a large-scale nationwide movement has emerged in defence of education in Hungarian language, since the Romanian parliament intends to demolish minority and ecclesiastical education by the adoption of a new, antidemocratic, anti-constitutional and anti-minority educational law.

Beside the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania, our churches have also raised their voices in an organised manner in the interest of Hungarian schools, and against the continuation of a Ceauşescu-type anti-Hungarian  policy of assimilation. For our Hungarian people of Romania numbering two million souls we have demanded guarantees of mother-tongue education at all levels – from nursery school to university – as well a,s cultural and educational autonomy.

Mayor Funar again is in the front line of the campaign against education in Hungarian language. During the past days, he had mounted a scandalous attack upon the – former – Unitarian school, the Brassai Sámuel College and subjected its director, Attila Bálint-Kelemen to the prospect of a trial motivated by a show of a strength.

Let us remember that the bloody events, provoked in March 1990 in Tirgu Mures, had their source also in Hungarian-Romanian disagreements over schooling. It is to be feared that with the tacit support of central government, as well as, with the direct assistance of the extremist forces Gheorghe Funar is attempting to create a similar situation in Cluj. Memento Tirgu Mures! Memento Yugoslavia! 

IV.

Finally, we may fairly state that in a general sense the minority situation in Romania accurately reflects the state of democracy itself. 

Democratic political forces are in minority – inasmuch as they were not able to gain strength following the decades-long rule of dictatorship. 

Democratic intellectuals are in the minority – insofar as the out-and-out anti-intellectual cultural and educational policy of the Ceauşescu regime did not make their formation and self-identification possible. 

Churches with a commitment to democratic values are in the minority – against the state-church oriented majority Orthodox Church. The Greek Catholic Church, for example, which has been banned for forty-five years, suffers detrimental discrimination similar to the ethnic minorities even to the present day. The ‘free churches’, however, have hardly woken up from their long-term oppression.

In the end – figuratively speaking – we can safely assert that the plundered, humiliated, and exposed Romanian masses, who are unaccustomed to democracy and are being kept in misery are also ‘in the minority’ – in comparison with the well-established nomenclature, secret police, ‘national’ military defence, and state-party administration, which hold firm to their traditional structures. 

In a word: democracy is in the minority in Romania.

The opposition parties united in the Democratic Convention and the churches striving towards authentic ecumenical unity are trying to overturn this metaphorical ‘minority situation’ – with the effective help of the democratic countries. 

The Government and Congress of the United States does well by Romania, by its oppressed and misled people mired in misery, if – by avoiding the traps of a Ceauşescu-type policy of misinformation – it looks at the factual situation in Romania and takes steps and measures according to the real state of affairs, to promote the establishment of democracy and the rule of law, to promote free elections, and respect for human and minority rights. 

It is, therefore, not at all advisable to indulge President Iliescu, his neo-communist, nationalist Front and its allies with the granting of Most Favoured Nation status – especially given the long-delayed, pre-engineered autumn elections. 

Referring to the well-tried, although sometimes debatably applied, method of the United States: proportionate assistance based on verifiable monitoring could be of real assistance to Romania.

Oradea, 17 June 1992

European integration from a Transylvanian perspective

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Allow me respectfully to greet all those taking part at our conference and at the same time to express my thanks to the organisers of European Week, the Hungarian World Alliance, and the European Academy for making it possible to discuss the important theme of European integration within the framework of such an illustrious programme, and for making possible an exchange of ideas concerning this connected series of issues, which constitute a universal Hungarian concern and an out-of-the-ordinary ethnic and political case. I would also like to express my thanks for my invitation; it is a privilege for me to speak before such an exceptional audience and speakers. The theme of my presentation is 'European integration from a Transylvanian perspective'. 

We must agree with the statement of Foreign Minister László Kovács, when he says that 'Hungary's Euro-Atlantic integration is a priority of strategic importance, and of historical significance.' Taken as whole, this statement is equally and unequivocally valid for Romania, and not to any lesser extent for Transylvania, and, I would add to the quotation, the entire Hungarian nation living beyond the borders of Hungary. We can also only agree with László Kovács that 'joining to the European Union has to be linked to NATO membership'. I think that on these questions nowadays - regardless of party-political interests, within the borders and beyond them - a consensus has been unanimously and unconditionally forged. Despite this László Kovács assessed in one of his interviews given in June last year, that: 'behind the statements and declarations of opposition leaders as well as of some Hungarian leaders beyond the borders who sympathise with the opposition in Hungary, there can be sensed an intention to delay membership discussions with the European Union and with NATO.' In his opinion those opposition representatives 'would prefer the discussions to take place only after the elections, with the government established with their participation' (Népszava, 18th June 1996). László Kovács in the phrase 'some Hungarian leaders beyond the border' was attacking me personally, and did so by name as well; and by inaccurately quoting from and misinterpreting one of my statements on the subject, claimed that I was against Hungary's Euro-Atlantic integration, if it preceded Romania's. 

Hence, and I again I reiterate that I – along with the generality of Hungarians beyond the borders and the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania of Romania - am a committed supporter of the motherland's European integration at the earliest opportunity and regard it as in the interest of the entire Hungarian nation. Further, my opinion on this question is similar to that of Foreign Minister Kovács. I would merely regard it as tragic if Romania were left out and break away irreversibly from the successfully integrating countries, especially from Hungary, and thus ended up in a sphere of interest alien to Europe, or rather returned to such a position. I share the view of Viktor Orbán, the illustrious representative of the Hungarian opposition and chairman of the parliamentary committee responsible for European integration issues, according to whom 'concerning Hungarian foreign policy on relationships with NATO and the European Union, to my knowledge all parties in parliament are saying that Hungary’s national interest demands that the country become a member of the European Union and of NATO.' Nevertheless, if we consider what these parties think about Hungarians beyond the borders, then significant differences of opinion begin to show. We do not want to slow down, to obstruct or hinder Hungary's Euro-Atlantic integration. I consider and state this also as a Hungarian beyond the borders and the Hungarian opposition can also be trusted insofar as they have neither any desire to obstruct nor hinder this integration. The attacks and charges on this issue of the Foreign Minister lack any basis and are probably generated by party policy or by mere defensive suspicions. They are at least unfounded in relation to the Hungarians beyond the borders and to Transylvanian Hungarians, since the general approach of European integration from a Transylvanian viewpoint, i.e. from the side of the Hungarians beyond the borders is unanimously positive. In detail I can also add the following: 

I. Hungary was always part of Europe and not only in a geographical and historical sense. It is not necessary to prove this with historical facts. Unfortunately, the agreements of the great superpowers subsequent to the Second World War (Moscow, Yalta, Potsdam) ranged it into a different spiritual and cultural circle: Hungary was transferred into the area of Soviet influence and a communist system was imposed upon her. Although the country made continuous attempts to rid itself of this autocratic regime, to express and preserve its independence and ideological-spiritual affiliation, these where unfortunately unsuccessful. Let us only remind the events of 1945-46, the revolution and fight for freedom which shook the entire world in 1956 or Hungary's role in the collapse of the totalitarian Eastern European order during the 1980s. Following all this, today, during the period of post-communist Central and Eastern European transformation, we can justly affirm that the Hungarian people are ever striving towards their natural place on the path of European integration, a place for which this nation has suffered and fought. This nation strives towards Europe, from which others intended to dislocate it in the 20th century, although the devil of history could not carry this through in the previous century either. Although the sphere of Soviet influence and communist regime has magnificently collapsed, the situation of Hungary is still rendered critical by the fact that throughout its entire history in the Carpathian Basin it has lived on the East-West historical and geopolitical fault-line of Europe. There, where the riverbank falls away - we could say using the old proverb. There, where it had to fight for its mere existence and survival in a continuous tempest.

II. Romania was in reality never part of Europe in the classic sense, namely of that continental unit characterised by Western democracies, which was delineated in the past by Western Christian culture and which is the proper subject of European integration. Romania as well as its legal predecessors was always on the other side of the fault-line. Its situation has always been ambiguous. Its national identity had been rooted in its Latin past; its culture, the political endeavours of its best leaders were always directed towards Europe, towards the West. On the other hand, though, its geopolitical and historical situation together with its religious heritage always bound it to the Eastern Byzantine-Balkan sphere. Romania indeed now has, in fact, its first chance to enter Europe. In my opinion, in the context of Romania and Hungary's European integration this is an enormous historical and political difference. I emphasise the adjective 'enormous', since - as I have already mentioned - one of the countries was struggling on the East-West historical fault-line while clinging to Europe, as the other was suffering on the other side of the fault-line while desiring to be part of it. 

III. The situation of Transylvania and of the Partium - the Parts - compared to the other two is even more complex, if that is possible. And in this perspective it cannot be likened to either of them: neither to Hungary, nor to Romania. Between West and East we ended up in an almost schizophrenic condition. From a historical and cultural point of view, on the basis of its traditions and its natural state Transylvania belongs to Europe. Nevertheless, from a political and geopolitical point of view it became locked out of Europe after the First World War. I could even say that the fault-line mentioned earlier deepened to a canyon under Transylvania and Partium. One of the most important characteristics of its schizophrenic situation is that it bears within itself Hungary's and Romania's very different basic situations. I should mention that when I say these things I do not think only of the Transylvanian Hungarians, since my assessment fits the indigenous 'European Romanians' as well and in perhaps, an even more characteristic manner, the Transylvanian Greek Catholics whom the anti-European Soviet-type regimes intended to wipe from the face of the Earth. At that time they were banned. In a different manner and in various measures and context a similar historical and political schizophrenic condition is characteristic and was characteristic to the other people living alongside the fault-line running North to South (see for example the people of the former Yugoslavia or the situation of Poland and of the Baltic countries). 

Returning to our own backyard, it is totally evident that the schizophrenic situation of Transylvania, and within this the especially ambiguous situation of the Hungarians in Romania, can be solved radically and finally only within the framework of the European Union, of the accession to it of the entire East Central European area. The day-to-day questions of our national, supra-national community could be solved only within the European Union. Hungarian-Romanian reconciliation can be truly achieved only within this wider European context. Based on these solutions I believe that European integration is of Hungarian, Transylvanian as well as of Romanian-Hungarian common interest. Moreover, it holds within itself the possibility of political and historical amends for the unjust peace settlements following the First and Second World Wars. 

IV. European integration means the chance, a historic chance for Romania, such that from the edge of our continent, where as I have said the plates shift, it could climb up towards Europe. This chance requires that Romania establish a neighbourly relationship with Hungary, which is far ahead of it on the road towards integration - even if by necessity. Yet these good relations will have to be established, as will reconciliation with Hungarians. Indeed, we have to give credence to the opinion that the road to Europe leads through Budapest. We must also see that through this the political importance of Hungary is raised in esteem. 

The affirmation of the Romanian Foreign Minister Adrian Severin, according to whom the road to Europe leads through Transylvania, is not an empty slogan. As a consequence, the political capital of Hungarians in Romania has also increased. This is proven by the role in the government of the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania of Romania, its acceptance into the executive body, since it was not so much the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania of Romania which desperately wanted to be part of the government, as, at least in equal measure, the Ciorbea cabinet which needed it. At the same time let us remember the views of the well-known Romanian political thinker Gabriel Andreescu concerning Transylvania, from which it again becomes evident what an important strategic place Transylvania holds within Romanian political thinking. 

The chances for Hungary and the Hungarians of Romania are also increased if we recognise those fundamental Romanian interests, in accordance with which, for the sake of integration Romania has a greater need for us than we have for it. If we realise that our interests are common and we are in a favourable bargaining position – a fact to which I think we are not paying enough attention - then a historical opportunity opens for a national-political step forward. In a wider perspective this important step forward could also be made towards the closing of the Trianon era. 

I would further like to add this: Hungarian policy towards its neighbours should be altered in accordance with this realisation. A break should be made with the hitherto opportunistic policy. The minority question should not be suppressed or diminished, we should cease the over-cautious, conformist behaviour which results from a feeling of national inferiority, and we should break with the traditional minority policy. Moreover we should assume a Eurocentric regional role: that of assisting Romania in the field of European integration. 

The enumeration of these demands - as you can see - also involves criticism of the present Hungarian government. The chief weakness of this government’s policy is that it cannot think as a nation and in the context of our entire region. Miklós Duray pointed out very eloquently that the three priorities privileged as of national interest are opposed one to the other, with the result that that neighbourly relationships and integration are pushed to the fore to the detriment of Hungarians living beyond the borders. Hungarians beyond the borders are an obstacle on the road to integration; Hungarians across the borders are a burden from the viewpoint of Hungary's state interests. In the context of this assessment, the ominous declaration of Foreign Minister László Kovács of June 10th last year is example and proof, saying as he did that 'Hungary does not intend to sacrifice the Hungarians living in its neighbourhood, yet it will not sacrifice the 10 1/2 million inhabitants within its borders for the apparent or real interest of the surrounding Hungarians'. It did not even occur in the mind of the Foreign Minister that the question cannot be posed in this way. But there is other evidence: the rejection of the unprecedented agreement of the Hungarian-Hungarian meeting. The article of Miklós Duray analysing this agreement hits bullseye. The Hungarian government explained for weeks on end that its policy would not change, it would not sign a basic treaty which we did not consider adequate or which was contrary to our interests - and it was even prepared to call together the Hungarian-Hungarian meeting - in order to abolish the entire agreement, to literally march across it should that have been the intention. The acceptance of the Hungarian-Romanian Basic Treaty is evidence of such an intention. Moreover, Hungarian-Romanian military-political relations are taking a similar course in this perspective - but I do not want to analyse this now. I feel that the Hungarian government is closing a bad deal from a favourable bargaining position. It has chosen the road of abandonment, withdrawal, retreat and compromise, which promises only illusory results. It is fortunate that Iliescu has lost the elections. Since let us not forget that this policy was not designed for the new democratic Romanian government; this policy was formed against the former post-communist policy leadership under Iliescu. A lot of people do not consider this fact. Indeed, the providential grace of the good Lord has come to our aid. Even so one must squeeze from the Basic Treaty whatever small things of use can still be taken from it, when approaching the new Romanian government as a partner. 

'Everything happens for the interest of integration', declare the representatives of the Hungarian government. Instead of this I would say that the integration is not an aim in itself, integration ought to be a means, an effective means in representing and achieving the national interests. Integration ought to be a vehicle, a means to achieve the rights of the Hungarians living outside the borders. When, if not now? Let us finally understand that we are in the last hour. The South-Transylvanian Hungarian language island is sinking in front of our eyes - let me not be right in this case, I obviously used the overstatement in order to raise attention. Such processes have been threatening us for decades, which can be stopped only by radical changes. Integration has to serve this cause, this aim. The Hungarian-Hungarian integration cannot be left out of it, in the same way as the newest Hungarian politics has to turn towards this direction concerning the Hungarians living in the neighbourhood and across the borders. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I did not intend to speak of anything else, than about the integration from a Transylvanian perspective, yet I think that this approach is at least as European as were the other valuable speeches and contributions, which were dealing with the most specific questions in the most universal manner possible. 

Budapest, 9 May 1997

(Uttered on the scientific conference organised within the framework of the European Week.) 
Declaration concerning Romanian-Hungarian relations

Since the signing of the Romanian-Hungarian basic treaty, especially since the democratic change of government in Romania of 1996 the official manifestations of the leaders of Romania and Hungary are almost unanimously speaking about a - 'for Europe exemplary' - evolution of the relationship between the two countries. According to state secretary Csaba Tabajdi, the chief ideologist concerning minority issues of the Hungarian government 'now is the first chance since Trianon for a step forward towards a developing European interethnic model of living together through the governmental participation of the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania'. According to minority defence minister of Romania, György Tokay, 'we have reached now for the first time after eight decades that these two countries are able to live side by side in a human and European manner'. 

The great words, statements and assessments testifying the events often 'epochal' and of 'historical importance' - which are identical with our honest desires - are countless. The case has not been different during the occasion of the recent visit in Hungary of State President Emil Constantinescu and of his large delegation. Only positive declarations and analyses were uttered concerning their discussions in Budapest as well as their travels Szeged and Gyula from both parties. The still existent and the here and there still manifested problems faded away almost entirely within the atmosphere of overall satisfaction and generous protocol. From the Romanian side even in the best case only further festive promises were made concerning those ardently important questions, and the solutions of which are being procrastinated despite the expressed European requirements, despite the concrete prescriptions of the Romanian-Hungarian basic treaty as well as despite the coalition government programme adopted together with the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania. 

The co-production 'movie' thus produced according to the official script transmits the following: 'The Hungarian-Romanian state relationship has never been better'. As opposed to this, however, even the professional face-painters and political atmosphere responsibles of the governments interested in the cause could not hinder and make forgotten those images of the other 'sad documentary film', which are speaking about the further existing deprivation of rights, fatal destruction, loss of identity, national and religious assimilation and compelled emigration of the Hungarians in Romania. Those Hungarian forces and politicians in Romania, who still dare to assert this, and have the audacity to show up the facts and unsolved problems of the reality behind favourable appearances - those are qualified instantly as 'celebration-destroyers', enemies of Romanian-Hungarian historical reconciliation or even 'extreme nationalists'. Be 

The exhibition-policy between the two states, which pushes the unsolved questions and lawful demands of the Hungarians of Romania into the background, is developing for a Western placing of order and in the interest of the two countries' European integration. Concerning this, the warning of the director of the Project on Ethnic Relations, Livia Plaks, is very illustrative, who has drawn the attention of those 'urging quick changes' that 'if the noise level (sic!) raises, the aid coming from the outside will be cancelled'. 

Well, beyond this rather low minority 'noise level' - amongst others - the following questions awaiting solution are lying: 

· The restoration to their rightful owners of the community and ecclesiastical properties confiscated during communist nationalisation; 

· The restoration according to the needs and possibilities of denominational education banned by state force; 

· Restoration of state high-level education in Hungarian language, as well as the re-establishment into its rights of the unjustly dismembered Bolyai University of Cluj; 

· The acceptance of a new law concerning education omitting the anti-ecclesiastical and anti-minority restrictions; 

· The halt of artificially changing the ethnic composition of the region as well as of other regions populated by a Hungarian majority or simply by Hungarians; 

· The legal solution of the Cserehát-problem in Odorheiu-Secuiesc; 

· The termination of religious discrimination harming minority denominations; 

· The governmental condemnation and legal punishment of the instigation campaign for anti-Hungarian hatred etc. 

It is rather painful that our own country, Romania, the loyal citizens of which we are, does not intend even further to grant for the Hungarians living within its borders equal rights with the Romanians. It is similarly painful that Hungary, to which our national identity connects us, is still prepared to sacrifice on the altar of integration and 'good neighbour relationship' a significant part of the rights and natural interests of the Hungarian national community of Romania. 

It is further regrettable that the Hungarian government led by Gyula Horn intends to compensate its unsuccessful Slovakian minority policy towards Romania in the detriment of the Transylvanian Hungarians. Further that Romania, which struggles with a serious internal political crisis is still striving to use the Hungarian Democratic Union brought into the governmental coalition - and thus neutralised - to attain further external political successes for lacking any real pledges. 

A historical reconciliation, mutual trust and good collaboration proclaimed by Árpád Göncz and Emil Constantinescu (the two state presidents) and desired by all of us can become a reality only in the case if its chief obstacle has been removed: the deprivation of rights of the Hungarians in Romania. Four The true enemy of the good relationship between the two people is not only 'the past' - as the two state presidents asserted during their last meeting - but at least in an equal manner that present rooted in the past, in which the Hungarian national community in Romania in its own birthplace and in their common homeland still cannot feel itself of equal rank with the majority Romanian nation. 

Oradea, 10 February 1998

On the way from Szatmárnémeti towards Kolozsvár

1 February 2003 – 13 December 2003

The Hungarian national community in Romania has continuously declared its claim for autonomy since the change of regime of 1989. In the period 1989-1996, its organization of safeguarding interests, the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania included into its program the claim for autonomy of the community. The documents to establish the autonomy principles were drafted in order to finalize the statutes and to introduce that legislation into the Romanian Parliament.

However, between 1996 and 2003, the period of participating in the government coalition and then signing a protocol-agreement with the governing party, the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania neglected its stated autonomy concepts. Its rhetoric and practice delegated communal self-government to local administrative autonomies. Dismissing its own foreign affairs tools, it supported the current Romanian foreign policy, which would like to propose that the condition of Romania’s Hungarians could serve as a model for other countries.

Those Hungarian minority politicians who urged the dispensation of autonomy reforms were pushed out of the leadership of the Alliance. The Transylvanian Hungarians’ struggle for autonomy arrived to a dead point. 

Until the summer of 2002, it became obvious that the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania did not intend – neither in its internal, nor in its external policy – to support the autonomy of the Hungarian national community in Transylvania. 

Keeping all this in mind, some prominent personalities of the Hungarian community in Transylvania – with the spiritual leadership of Bishop László Tőkés, Honorary President to the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR) –, joined forces with two internal alignments within the DAHR – the Transylvanian Hungarian Initiative and the Reform Union –, decided to restart the process. 

To achieve their objectives, they decided to establish a legitimate organization, which includes all members of the community devoted to self-government. The only task of this organization was to finalize the autonomy statutes, to get affirmation from the community, and to introduce this legislation to the Romanian Parliament in conformity with the law. This organization is called Hungarian National Council of Transylvania. 

The chronology of establishing

the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania and the Székely National Council

1/ Extraordinary Assembly of the Reformed Church in Szatmárnémeti, 1 February 2003.

The Reformed Church in Romania, Királyhágómellék District, held an Extraordinary Assembly in Szatmárnémeti, on 1 February 2003. To the proposal of Bishop László Tőkés, the assembly unanimously decided to support the case for autonomy. The assembly brought the following Resolutions: 

· Proposal to establish the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania
· Resolution on the establishment of the Initiative Council of the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania. 

The Proposal called for the establishment of self-government at the individual level (“personal autonomy”); special legal status for localities inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians; autonomy for regions inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians focusing on the Székely-land (eastern part of Transylvania). 

The Decision invited prominent figures of public life, experts, and politicians in the process of establishing the Initiative Council. 

On 21 February 2003, the Directory Council of the Reformed Church in Romania, Királyhágómellék District decided “to convene a Transylvanian Hungarian forum to establish the Initiative Council (later Initiative Body) and to discuss other vital issues of our ethnic Hungarian community in Romania.” The Forum was appointed to Kolozsvár/Cluj, to be held on 14 March 2003. 

2/ March Forum, Kolozsvár, 14 March 2003.

The March Forum brought the following Resolutions regarding autonomy: 

· Decision on the establishment of the Initiative Body of the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania

· Decision on organizing similar forums throughout Transylvania
· Decision on the establishment on the Transylvanian Hungarian National and Ecclesiastical Monitoring Service
· Decision regarding the amendment of Romania’s Constitution
3/ On 4 April 2003, the 18 elected members into the Initiative Body of the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania first met in Nagyvárad/Oradea, where they decided on further tasks.

4/ On 25 April 2003, at the Székelyudvarhely/Odorheiu Secuiesc Forum, the members of the Initiative Body grew to 31. The Appeal for establishing the self-government of the Hungarian national community in Romania, the establishment of Hungarian National Council of Transylvania, and the Székely National Council was adopted. 

5/ On 31 May 2003, the participants of the Sepsiszentgyörgy/Sfantu Gheorghe Forum adopted a Statement about the establishment of the territorial autonomy of the Székely-land region, and about the establishment of the Transylvanian Hungarian National Monitoring Service. 

6/ On 8 July 2003, the Initiative Body of the Székely National Council was established in Gyergyócsomafalva/Ciumani to finalize the autonomy statutes of the Székely-land and to introduce that legislation to the Romanian Parliament. Their Communiqué proclaimed the intent of establishing the Székely National Council. 

7/ Local forums were held in September throughout the Székely-land to elect members to the Székely National Council and to publicly discuss the autonomy statutes of the Székely-land. 

8/ On 20 September 2003, the participants of the Szilágysomlyó/Simelul Silvaniei Forum brought a Resolution on the establishment of the self-government of the Hungarian national community in the Partium region (western part of Transylvania). They adopted a Statement about the establishment of the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania. With regards to communities in minority, the Statement “called for the self-government at the individual level, special legal status for localities inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians; autonomy for regions inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians; and the enactment into law of these forms of autonomy, including legal ratification of the statutes governing these functions.”

9/ On 5 October 2003, in Arad, the Initiative Body of the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania and the Transylvanian Hungarian civic organizations issued a joint Communiqué, entitled Civic joining for our future, for Hungarian autonomy.

10/ On 26 October 2003, in Sepsiszentgyörgy/Sfantu Gheorghe the Stékely National Council was established. 

11/ On 30 October 2003, the Initiative Body of the Self-government of the Hungarian National Community in Romania decided about the organization of deputy-nominating forums throughout Transylvania. 

12/ In November 2003, Miklós Bakk and other experts finalized the Frame law on regions.

13/ On 13 December 2003, in Kolozsvár/Cluj, 373 deputies participated in the statutory meeting of the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania. Bishop László Tőkés was elected honorary president to the Council. Bishop László Tőkés was also asked to be transitory acting president to the Council. Members of the Permanent Committee were also elected. Participants adopted two documents: (1) the APPEAL TO SUPPORT THE SELF-GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES and (2) DECLARATION REGARDING SELF-GOVERNMENT FOR THE HUNGARIAN MINORITY IN TRANSYLVANIA.
14/ On 19 January 2004, the Székely National Council passed the draft on the autonomy statute of the Székely-land. The draft was submitted by six members of parliament to the consulting committee of the Romanian Parliament. 
15/ On 14 February 2004, the Permanent Committee decided that the drafted autonomy documents should be publicly discussed. 

16/ In March 2004, Miklós Bakk and other experts finalized the Frame law on self-government at the individual level. 

17/ On 17 March 2004, the Self-government Committee of the Romanian Parliament rejected the bill on the autonomy statutes of the Székely-land region. 

PROCLAMATION

ON THE SZEKLER SELF-GOVERNING PURSUIT

We, Hungarians who live as natives in the historical Szekler-Land (east Transylvania area) as a majority, are devoted to our century-old autonomy traditions. Choosing the way of local self-determination through the regional Szekler councils we declared this right and wish, we claimed the guarantee of the local autonomy by a legally binding statute.

We, the National Szekler Council’s delegates, turn to the Romanian Parliament, the European Council and European Parliament to consider our claim for the local autonomy that is in accordance with the European constitutional states’ practice and with the regulations of the international documents protecting the national communities’ self-identification.

We request the Romanian Parliament and Government, the country’s political powers, the representatives of the civic sphere and the country’s historical churches to consider and support our just claims with all democratic means.

We request the Hungarian Parliament and Government and all personalities of the Hungarian public life to support our efforts in obtaining the self government which is the most important factor in preserving our Hungarian self-identification and the conservation of our community in the native country.

We request the European Union member countries to support the Szekler-Land, the Szekler community’s efforts for autonomy, and to use their influence so that the Szekler-Land territorial autonomy guaranteed by a Statute with legal force becomes one of the conditions for Romania’s integration.

The Szekler-Land has got the right to be recognised in the integration process as an autonomous Euro-region that its inhabitants become the citizens of the uniting Europe having real and full equality of rights.

Sepsiszentgyörgy/Sfântu Gheorghe, 26 October 2003







The Szekler National Council

RESOLUTION

ON THE SELF-ADMINISTRATION OF THE SZEKLER-REGIONS

 AND SZEKLER-LAND’S AUTONOMY

Being aware that the autonomy of the Szekler-Land (historical: Terra Siculorum) does not offend Romania’s territorial integrity and national sovereignty,

understanding that the regional self-government is a principle of the right of self-determination, subsidiarity and self-administration of communities within the state,

professing that the autonomy of the Szekler-Land became once accepted and was embodied by the well-ordered authority of the Szekler regions’ as one of our history’s peculiarity,

reminding that there is a reference to the Szekler regions’ autonomy in the written documents of the 1200s,

being aware that the solutions applied in the European constitutional states justify the applicability and viability of the regions’ territorial autonomy, of those regions whose citizens and their community have the numerical majority are in need of protection to preserve their national self-identification,

as today citizens of the Szekler regions and inhabitants of the Szekler-Land we declare our wish for the Szekler regions self-administration, the Szekler-Lands autonomy and the legal approval if the Szekler-Land’s Autonomy Statute.

We are convinced that the Szekler-Land’s Autonomy, the recognition of the additional authority that serves the protection of the Hungarian national community’s living in the self-governing regions, the delegation of these authorities and competences to the self-governing regions and its authority guarantees the real and full equality amongst citizens.

Sepsiszentgyörgy/Sfântu Gheorghe, 26 October 2003



























The Szekler National Council

RESOLUTION

ON THE FINALISATION OF THE STATUTE OF THE SZEKLER-LANDS AUTONOMY 

 AND ITS SUBMISSION TO THE ROMANIAN PARLIAMENT

We wish to obtain the Szekler-Lands autonomy by existing means of constitutional states and procedures of parliamentary democracies, due to Resolution 1334 (2003) of the European Council.

We see the Szekler-Land’s autonomy practicable on the principles, jurisdictions and licences included into the Autonomy Statute elaborated by Dr József I. Csapó, which can be realised by the support of appropriate institutions and democratic tools.

We entrust the Permanent Committee and the competent committees of experts to finalise the Statute of the Szekler-Land’s Autonomy, and to submit it after the Szekler National Council’s ratification to the Romanian Parliament for adoption.

Sepsiszentgyörgy/Sfântu Gheorghe, 26 October 2003







The Szekler National Council

APPEAL
TO SUPPORT THE SELF-GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES
OF THE HUNGARIAN MINORITY OF TRANSYLVANIA
Kolozsvár/Cluj, 13 December 2003
The Hungarian national community indigenous to Transylvania is committed to its centuries-old traditions of autonomy. Exercising our right to internal self-determination, in 1992 we declared our aspiration for autonomy in the Kolozsvár/Cluj Declaration; in 1998, we reiterated this aspiration at the Forum of Alsócsernáton/Cernatul de Jos; most recently, in 2003, at Kolozsvár/Cluj, we enumerated the democratic means necessary to guarantee full and genuine equality for the Hungarians of Transylvania. These democratic means consist of forms of autonomy which, in accordance with historical, geographical, and demographic conditions, provide decision-making authority, rights, and institutions by which the Hungarian national community can exercise self-government at the territorial and individual (“personal autonomy”) levels, and through special-status local government bodies. 

As members authorized to represent the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania, we call upon the Romanian Parliament, the Council of Europe, and the European Parliament to respect the right of Transylvania’s Hungarian national community to self-government. Our objectives are consistent with practices in European countries governed by the rule of law, and with international agreements protecting the national identity of minority communities.

We call upon the Parliament and the Government of Romania, on domestic political forces, the non-governmental sector, and the country’s historic churches to support--for the good of all of us--the achievement of our rightful aspirations, using means consistent with parliamentary democracies and the rule of law.

We request the Parliament and Government of the Republic of Hungary, and all individuals who are prominent in Hungary’s public sphere, to support our efforts to achieve self-government as a way to preserve our identity, and enable our community to remain at home in our native land.

We call upon European institutions, the democratic states of Europe, and Euro-Atlantic institutions, and states to support our plans to achieve autonomy at every level, including territorial autonomy for the Hungarian Székely community [in eastern Transylvania], the principle of personal autonomy, and local self-governments having specific legal status. 

We call upon the leaders of democratic states and of institutions overseeing European integration to support the autonomy aspirations of Transylvania’s Hungarian community. 

The Hungarians of Transylvania are committed to joining Europe as a fully autonomous community.

THE HUNGARIAN NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TRANSYLVANIA
DECLARATION

REGARDING SELF-GOVERNMENT

FOR THE HUNGARIAN MINORITY IN TRANSYLVANIA
Kolozsvár/Cluj, 13 December 2003
We, the members of the Hungarian National Council of Transylvania,

recognizing that the efforts of the Hungarian national community to achieve autonomy do not infringe upon either the territorial integrity or the national sovereignty of Romania,

and conscious of the fact that community self-government is based upon the principles of internal self-determination, subsidiarity, and self-administration;

moreover, guided by the conviction that existing practice in the states of Europe validate the practicability and viability of autonomy for communities which have historical ties to their land of birth, and which consider autonomy as the most effective means to preserve their national identity and survive as a community in their homeland;

call for the establishment of the following for the Hungarian national community: self-government at the individual level (“personal autonomy”); special legal status for localities inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians; autonomy for regions inhabited in the majority by ethnic Hungarians; and the enactment into law of these forms of autonomy, including legal ratification of the statutes governing these functions.

Concurrently, we declare our intention to achieve autonomy for the Hungarian national community using techniques, which are practiced in democratic states governed by the rule of law, in conformity with methods and principles published in documents of the Council of Europe and the European Union, and using the procedures of a parliamentary democracy.

We consider the implementation of the principles and practice of European regionalism vital.

In the foregoing spirit, we authorize the Permanent Committee of the National Council of Hungarians in Transylvania to represent the position described in the Declaration herein; to establish the principles, powers, competences, and rights, which define community self-government, and finalize the statutes to govern those institutions, which will facilitate the implementation of these principles, powers, competences, and rights; and to introduce this legislation to the Romanian Parliament in conformity with the law. 

It is our conviction that achieving legal recognition of the various forms of community autonomy will guarantee full and genuine equality among citizens, creating an environment in which the numerical majority and minority communities can develop relations free of tensions and contribute to the strengthening of stability, which is necessary for the country’s advancement toward the European Union.

THE HUNGARIAN NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TRANSYLVANIA

Democracy in Peril

Hungarian Civic Alliance Excluded from Participating in Local Elections

Romania, June 2004

Background

The Hungarian Civic Alliance is an organization safeguarding the interests of the Hungarian national community in Romania. As an association, it is a legal entity registered in August 2003. 

The Hungarian Civic Alliance came into being to represent the aspirations of the Hungarian national community to achieve self-determination. The Hungarian Civic Alliance represents itself as an alternative to the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (DAHR), which in our view has forfeited many of the ideals of its program, and is insufficiently democratic in its operations.

The DAHR is in sole control of funds appropriated by both the Hungarian state and the Romanian state for the Hungarian community in Romania. These funds are spent to support DAHR’s institutional organs and to preserve its political influence, at the expense of local civic initiatives, Hungarian-language media, professional organizations and institutions. 

The Hungarian Civic Alliance was created to end this monopolistic status of the DAHR. The Hungarian Civic Alliance has not intended to pose a threat to the representation of the national community, on the local and national level. By introducing political competition, a higher level of civic participation in the political life could be achieved, strengthening and increasing in this way the number and the influence of the Hungarian representatives in local and county decision-making bodies. Because of the 5% threshold for admittance to Romania’s Parliament, the leaders of the Hungarian Civic Alliance have announced that they are ready to cooperate with other Hungarian political forces in order to preserve the ethnic Hungarian representation in Parliament.

Participation of the Hungarian Civic Alliance in local elections would ensure political pluralism and freedom of choice for citizens: an important step forward from merely ethnic-based voting. But the introduction of such a choice goes against the interests of DAHR, which has resorted to modifying the Election Law in an attempt to prevent the Hungarian Civic Alliance from entering the political field. This tactic, more than just a power play in ethnic politics, is a blatant violation of democratic rights that has drawn criticism from prominent Romanian personalities and human rights organizations. 

Chronology
In January 2004, the Special Committee for reviewing legislation on local elections completed its task and forwarded the bill to the Parliament. 

On 24 February 2004, in an open letter seven NGOs (Open Society Foundation, Institute for Public Policy, Law Resource Center, Roma Community Resource Center, Ethno-cultural Diversity Resource Center, League Pro Europe, Ombudspersons for National Minorities) requested the members of the chamber of deputies to eliminate Article 7 of the bill and to allow all organizations representing historic minorities in Romania to run in local elections. They state that Article 7 is unconstitutional because violates the principal of equal rights for citizens (Art. 16 of the Constitution of Romania), violates the right to be elected (Art. 37 of the Constitution of Romania); they further state that if any organization is excluded from local elections, they will challenge the law as unconstitutional. The letter had no effect. 

Between 16 and 18 March 2004, Members of Parliament representing several parties (Mona Musca PNL, Ioan Oltean PD, Ferenc Pécsi, Tibor Toró, Zsolt Szilágyi, Zoltán Kovács DAHR) introduced  amendments to eliminate/modify the above discriminatory articles. Their initiatives and argumentation were not successful. Article 7 was adopted as proposed in the draft.

Law No. 67/2004 on the election of local authorities, which was adopted by the two chambers of the Parliament and announced by the President of Romania, was published in the Official Monitor of Romania on 29 March 2004. Article 7 of this Law describes the criteria for participation of national minorities at the local elections. 

Even if the law is discriminatory the legal framework claimed by the Hungarian Civic Alliance to run at the local elections were paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5 of Article 7. 

Paragraph 2 states that national minorities with parliamentary representation may run at local elections. 

Paragraph 3 and paragraph 4 state that other organizations of national minorities may also run at local elections if they meet the following requirements: 

· organization members are at least 15% of the given national community;

· if this number exceeds  25,000 people, the members of the organization should be at least 25,000; coming from 15 administrative counties and the capital Bucharest; each county should give at least 300 members; personal data should also be included on the membership list next to the signatures of the members.

Paragraph 5 describes the personal data to be included on the membership lists: surname, first name, address, date of birth, identity card number, signature, as well as name and signature of the person who collected the signatures. 

On 16 April 2004, the Government Decree No. 505/2004 was published in the Official Monitor of Romania. This Decree provides the form and contents of the member lists of minority organizations. The model prescribes that the date of the local elections – 6 June 2004 – should appear in the headers of the lists. This condition was not included in Article 7 of the aforementioned Law. By issuing this decree, the Government practically diminished the timeframe for the fulfillment of the very strict and discriminatory requirements to 7 days. 

On 22 April 2004, the Hungarian Civic Alliance submitted the requested membership list to the Central Election Committee, in accordance with paragraph 5 of article 7 of Law No. 67/2004. The lists numbered 54,115 members in the Hungarian Civic Alliance. It also met the regional requirements: members came from 15 administrative counties and the capital Bucharest; each county was represented by at least 300 members. 

On 23 April 2004, the president of the Hungarian Civic Alliance requested the publication of their election logo in the Official Monitor of Romania, in accordance with paragraph 2 of Law No. 67/2004. This request was registered at the Central Election Committee. The request Law No. 67/2004 paragraph 8 states that only political organizations with name and logo published in the Official Monitor of Romania can participate the local elections. The Hungarian Civic Alliance requested a response to this submission on 24 April 2004. 

On 23 April 2004, the Central Election Committee rejected the submission of the Hungarian Civic Alliance, in their Resolution No. 7. They argued as follows: 

· the lists were rejected due to shortcomings in certain formalities, referring to articles 4 and 5 of Law 67/2004;

· the Central Election Committee stated that the date of the local election, June 6, did not appear on the lists. 

Paragraph 5 of Article 7 did not prescribed the date of the elections, since membership does not refer to one single day. 

The Central Election Committee also objected that the authentication of the lists was not always done by the person collecting the members. The authenticity of the signatures was not however doubted. On 28 April 2004, the shortcomings cited by the Central Election Committee were remedied. 

On 24 April 2004, the Central Election Committee rejected the publication of the election logo of the Hungarian Civic Alliance in its Resolution No. 13. They referred to their Resolution No. 7 of the previous day, and that the Hungarian Civic Alliance has no parliamentary representation as a minority organization. 

Resolution No. 7 of the Central Election Committee was appealed by the Hungarian Civic Alliance at the Superior Court of Bucharest on 26 April 2004. On this day the Hungarian Civic Alliance officially requested the Central Election Committee to return the 54,115 original signatures. 

On 27 April 2004, 15 representatives of the Council of Europe submitted a draft resolution to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe on the exclusion of the Hungarian Civic Alliance from the local elections. The motion proposed that a report describing the Election Law and the accompanying administrative practices be prepared for the Assembly. 

On 27 April 2004, the Central Election Committee officially stated that the original signatures would not be returned. They will remain at the archives of the Central Election Committee and can be studied on request at their headquarters. 

On 28 April 2004, the hearing at the Superior Court of Bucharest resulted that the decisions of the Central Election Committee cannot be appealed. 

On 30 April 2004, during the debate of the second action at law, the Superior Court of Bucharest accepted the claim of unconstitutionality, thereby referring the case to the Constitutional Court. The Constitutional Court has not yet made a decision. The deadline to nominate candidates for local elections is 8 May 2004. 

On 30 April 2004, the Hungarian Civic Alliance requested the invalidation of the resolution of the Central Election Committee, which excluded the Hungarian Civic Alliance from participation at the local elections. The request was based on the fact that the Central Election Committee was not set up as prescribed in the law, paragraph 32, article 1. The way of setting up of the Central Election Committee has not even respected the law, which regulates the local elections: the president of the Permanent Election Authority was not included into the Central Election Committee.  

On 3 May 2004, the Hungarian Civic Alliance requested the Constitutional Court to discuss the case urgency due to deadline of submission of candidate lists. No reply has arrived yet from the Constitutional Court. Paragraph 117 article 1 prescribes extraordinary urgency (like presidential ordinance case) for all juridical procedures concerning application of the law.   

On 4 May 2004, the Central Election Committee again rejected the request of the Hungarian Civic Alliance regarding participation at the local elections. The request was made after the formal shortcomings of the membership lists were remedied.  

Conclusions

Despite the extremely short deadlines and changes, the Hungarian Civic Alliance successfully met the discriminative, anti-democratic criteria of the Law – which otherwise violate both the right of representation and the Constitution of Romania. The decision of the Central Election Committee is evidently political. The decision is unacceptable: it violates the principle of free elections and the rights of the Hungarian national community. 

To maintain its influence, the DAHR voted in favor of this restrictive law on elections, on the same platform with the extremist Great Romania Party. They neglected the interests and demands of the Hungarian community and violated the trust of their voters. 

The Hungarian Civic Alliance is not seeking privileges, but merely the chance to run in local elections and let the voters decide. 

The Hungarian Civic Alliance considers that the anti-democratic machinations of the election administration and courts, which are designed to prevent our participation in the elections, as an instance of ethnic and political discrimination. The Hungarian Civic Alliance represents the demand of the Hungarian community in Romania to establish and to practice various forms of autonomy as a way to strengthen stability and advance democratization in Romania according to the principles of subsidiarity, devolution and regionalism. The effect of the exclusion of our Alliance from the political race is unforeseeable. We continue to work for the rule of law, equal opportunity, and the establishment of autonomous structures in conformity with European norms, using peaceful means and respecting the rules of democracy. Based on the response of Hungarians in Transylvania to the travesty of democracy demonstrated by the procedure surrounding the election regulations, different forms of protest may emerge. Ethnic and political discrimination, the marginalization of the Hungarian community institutionalized by law, and the discriminatory application of the law could create serious tension in Transylvania. Moreover, this phenomenon is not an isolated one: it must be seen in the context of general corruption, the violation of the freedom of press, ongoing delays in restoring private and church property, and other violation of human rights of ethnic, linguistic and religious communities. These deficiencies were pointed out in the recent report of the European Union by Rapporteur Baroness Emma Nicholson. 

By adopting and applying the current Law on Local Elections, Romanian authorities are violating the Copenhagen criteria, the European Convention for the Protection of the Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the Framework Convention on the Protection on National Minorities and the European Charter for Local Self-governments. 

The Hungarian Civic Alliance calls upon European human rights organizations to join us in defending democratic rights, the right to free elections, and the rights of the Hungarian national community. 

Appeal

We hereby appeal to the European Commission, the Council of Europe, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and governments of the European and Euro-Atlantic countries to monitor the upcoming local elections in Romania, not only the day of voting but also the entire electoral process, including the approval and the application of the law on local elections. We call upon these institutions to demand that Romanian authorities remedy the existing undemocratic practices, end ethnic and political discrimination, and ensure political pluralism by assuring free and fair elections in Romania.

5 May 2004

Oradea/Nagyvárad, Odorheiu Secuiesc/Székelyudvarhely

	Jenő Szász

Mayor, 

President of the Hungarian Civic Alliance
	MP Zsolt Szilágyi

Head of Foreign Affairs Department of the Hungarian Civic Alliance


� In Romanian: ‘Leader’ (cf. German ‘Führer’), Ceauşescu’s most popular title. 





� Hungarian region in Transylvania in the corner of the Carpathians, where the above mentioned two counties: Covasna and Harghita are also located. 





� NB: we are using the term ‘nationality’ in its original, proper sense deriving from Latin, i.e. referring to one’s ethnic, national background and not in the sense of citizenship. Therefore, the Hungarians of Transylvania have Hungarian nationality (without being citizens of Hungary) and Romanian citizenship. It is regrettable that the new European administration does not distinguish clearly enough between ‘nationality’ and ‘citizenship’. The confusion of the two, i.e. the understanding of ‘nationality’ as being the equivalent of ‘citizenship’ leads exactly to the justification of aggressively assimilating nation-state ideals, against which the author is arguing above. 





� Sándor Petőfi: Hungarian poet of the 19th century, participant and victim of the 1848-49 revolution and freedom fight against the Habsburg Empire. 





� János Arany: Hungarian poet of the 19th century, a friend of Petőfi. 
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