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entitled it to claim an amount many times that
which it actually received.
It was due to this religious and scholastic au
tonomy that the Serbians of Hungary were able to
develop in the so-called "Vojvodina" district a
fluorishing Serbian culture the existence of which
is shown by the Annals of the "Matica Srpska", of
Ujvidek, — the largest Serbian cultural association
in Hungary, with a past of more than a hundred
years — and by the work of many celebrities of
Serbian literature and science. Many Serbian poets,
writers and scholars born among the Serbians of
South Hungary and of Croatian-Slavonia exercised
a fertilising influence upon the intellectual and
spiritual development of the Serbian principality
which did not finally shake off the Turkish yoke
untill the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
The first Serbian newspapers and periodicals and
books to find their way to the Serbian principality
were printed in Budapest, Sremski-Karlovci and
Vienna; and the officials who first organised the
public administration of Serbia were Serbs from
the "Vojvodina” district. Dositej Obradovitch, the
famous organiser of the Serbian educational
system, was born in the Hungarian Banate; Vuk
Karadzhitch, the founder of Serbian linguistics,
and Zmaj Jovan Jovanovitch, the prince of Serb
ian poets, lived and worked among the Serbians
of Hungary proper and of Croatia-Slavonia. In
deed, the material culture of the Serbian na
tionality of Hungary itself would have been im
possible without the highly developed educational
system enjoyed by that nationality; for without
that system the Serbians of Hungary would hardly
have been able to play so important a role in
the economic life of Southern Hungary and of
Croatia-Slavonia.
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Such were the far-reaching rights and fa
cilities ensured the Serbians of Hungary by the
religious and scholastic autonomy incorporated in
A ct IX of 1868 — an autonomy of which Dr, Ste
phen Kraft, leader of the Germans of Yugoslavia,
on one occasion openly declared during a sitting of
the Skupshtina that the German minority would
feel happy if any Yugoslav Government were to
ensure it by legislation at least a part of the
rights guaranted by that autonomy.
Such being the facts, are we justified in ac
cusing pre-W ar Hungary of the oppression of the
non-Magyar nationalities, and in employing that
false charge for the purpose of motivating or
justifying the unjust verdict of Trianon? Instead
of obstinately continuing — not of course without
a deliberate purpose — the campaign of calumny
started against Hungary the Little Entente-phile
writers would probably do well — and would
thereby render greater service to the cause of the
minorities — to call upon their friends in Czecho
slovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia to put an end
to their unceasing persecution and disfranchise
ment of the Magyar and other ethnic minorities,
and at the same time to protest against the con
tinued failure of Czecho-Slovakia to give the
farreaching self-government ensured the Ruthenians under Article 10 of the Minority Treaty; they
would do well also to protest against the failure
of the Rumanians to give the Szeklers and Saxons
of Transylvania the autonomy in religious and
educational matters guaranteed them in Article
11 of the Minority Treaty, as also against the
League of Nations tolerating meekly these flagrant
infractions of international obligations and of the
imperative provisions of the Minority Treaty.

CULTURAL AUTONOMY OF THE SZEKLERS
by

D r. Ladislas Fritz.
In Article 11 of the Paris Minority Treaty
concluded on December 9th, 1919, between the
Great Powers and Rumania, the Szeklers are
guaranteed cultural autonomy; the question of
that autonomy has once more been brought to the
surface by the recent controversy in the press
illustrating the Hungarian and Rumanian attitude
in the matter.
Not long ago Octavian Goga, former Ruman
ian Minister of the Interior, publicly called upon
the President of the National Magyar Party of
Rumania to make a statement explaining what the
Magyar Party meant by the church and school
autonomy stipulated in the said Treaty? The
answer to this challenge was, with the consent of
the President of the Magyar Party, given by the
General Assembly of the Szekler population of
Csik Country. The Rumanian point of view was
then given in the rejoinder published in the ” Tara
Noastra” , the Rumanian daily acting as the
mouthpiece of Octavian Goga.

In order to enable our readers to understand
this indubitably instructive controversy we con
sider it necessary to explain briefly the genesis of
Article 11 of the Minority Treaty and to deal
shortly with the provisions contained therein.
The work of drafting the minority treaties
was entrusted to the "Commission of New States
and of the Protection of Minorities" ("Commission
des nouveaux fitats et de la Protection des Mino
rites") delegated on May 1st., 1919, by the
Supreme Council. A t the meeting of this Commis
sion held on June 7th., 1919, the British Delegate
moved that a restricted form of self-government in
scholastic and religious matters should be ensured
the Szekler and Saxon communities of Transyl
vania.1 The Commission passed the motion without
discussion; and the report submitted to the
Supreme Council notes emphatically in respect of
1 Sec Hunter—Miller, David, “ My Diary at the Conference of
Paris, With Documents", Vol. XIII., p. 143.
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the autonomy that "the existence in Transylvania
of Saxon and Szekler enclaves makes it desirable
that they should be granted a certain^ extent of
cultural autonomy, provided that their common
traditions and strong feeling can be reconciled
with national patriotism in the wider sense of the
word, without coming into conflict with the same.
Article 12 of the Draft Treaty — ultimately A rt
icle 11 of the definitive text — would ensure to
these minorities a certain measure of autonomy in
scholastic and religious matters which would
naturally be exercised under the control of the
Rumanian State".3
This was the genesis of Article 11 of the
Minority Treaty signed in Paris on December 9th.,
1919, by the Allied and Associated Powers and
Rumania respectively, the definitive text of which
runs as follows:
„Roumania agrees to accord to the com
munities of the Saxons and Szeklers in Transyl
vania local autonomy in regard to scholastic
and religious matters, subject to the control of
the Roumanian State."
First of all it should be noted that Rumania
has not complied with the obligation devolving
upon her imder this international treaty, although
the official representative of the Hungarians of
Transylvania — the National Magyar Party of
Rumania — has constantly (both in and out of the
Rumanian Parliament) urged the carrying into
effect of the cultural autonomy of the Szeklers.
Recently, at the General Assembly of the Csik
County Branch of the National Magyar Party of
Rumania held at Csikszereda (Mercurea-Ciuc) on
May 12th., 1935, to which reference has already
been made, the following explanation was given
of the interpretation put by the whole body of
the Hungarians of Rumania on the religious and
scholastic autonomy guaranteed under the Paris
Treaty of Peace:
"W e demand for our denominational schools,
subject to the right of the State to exercise
supreme control, full liberty of self-government
ensuring the Church authorities all rights of
management, direction and direct inspection, and
an unrestricted right to establish schools, and
acknowledging the "public" status of such schools.
"In respect of all grades of State schools alike
in which Szekler children are being educated, the
right of management, inspection and direction
shall — subject to the right of the State to
exercise supreme control and in conformity with
the idea of autonomy — be reserved to the o f
ficial representatives of the Szeklers. The right of
supreme control by the State shall refer only to
the safeguarding of the highest State interests —
viz. to the safeguarding of the security of the
State, to the defence of public morality, to
controlling the observance of the minimum curri
culum prescribed by the State, to the control
(supervision) of the training of teachers and to
controlling the observance of the requirements to
be fixed by law in respect of the teaching of the
8 Hunter—Miller,

op. cit.

Vol.

XIII., p. 285.
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State language. An essential and indispensable
element of the autonomy is the right freely to
establish schools and to use the pupils’ native
language as the language of instruction in all kinds
of schools. And, seeing that the autonomous
schools are engaged in a cultural mission, the
charges involved by the material maintenance of
the schools must be secured in the State Budget,
that being what may be described as refunding of
public imposts for the purposes of education. The
sphere of activity of the self-government includes
general cultural and public welfare matters too.
"The Paris Treaty of 1919 promised only the
Szeklers scholastic autonomy; but in view of the
fact that the Szeklers and the Magyars constitute
an inseparably united race and use the same
language, we shall never cease to demand that
after the carrying into effect of the Szekler
scholastic autonomy that right shall, in the form of
genaral cultural autonomy, be' extended to the
whole Magyar (Hungarian) minority.” 3
As will be seen, the above explanation of the
cultural autonomy contained in Article 11 as
formulated by the Magyar Party refers ex
clusively to "scholastic questions". W e believe it
would have been superfluous to formulate separately
the meaning of the religious autonomy, simply
because the "religious autonomy" of the Szekler
and Saxon communities has already been carried
into effect by way of the historical Churches. The
expression "religious autonomy" contained in
Article 11 simply confirmed the already existing
church selfgovernment — viz. that of the historical
Roman Catholic, Reformed, Unitarian and Evan
gelical Churches. And the Szeklers almost all
belong to either the Roman Catholic, Reformed or
Unitarian Church, and the Saxons to the Evan
gelical Church.
The "Tara Noastra” — Octavian Goga's or
gan — has written a leading article exploining the
Rumanian attitude in the question of Szekler
autonomy.4
According to the Rumanians the Hungarian
conception of the autonomy of the Szeklers is
mistaken. For — we are told — the Minority
Treaty speaks expressly of "Szekler autonomy",
— i. e. of the autonomy of the religious communi
ties of Szekler-land in cultural and religious mat
ters; whereas the Magyar Party demands that
this right should be granted to higher Church
authorities. "A s we have seen" — so says Goga’s
organ — "there is a vast difference between what
the Magyar Party demands and what is granted
by the Paris Minority Protection Treaty. A ccord 
ing to the Treaty the essence of the autonomy
relates to religious communities, while the Magyar
Party speaks of high Church authorities. The
Rumanian laws at present in force" — the "Tara
Noastra" continues — "give the Magyar (Hung
arian) minority of Rumania far more than what
is prescribed by the Minority Treaty. The laws
confer the position of fictitious persons not only
on religious communities, but also on archdeaconries
and bishoprics. The Education Act declares that
8 "Csiki N6plap", No. 20, May 15th., 1935.
4 See "Brassoi Lapok“ , Vol. XLI. No. 123, June 1st., 1935.
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the organisations of the historical Churches possess
the status of fictitious persons, are entitled to
settle their own internal affairs themselves, may
administer their founds and assets themselves, and
may establish and organise associations and
institutions. So when all is said the autonomy does
really exist, — not merely local selfgovernment,
as prescribed by the Treaty, but district (archidiaconal) and provincial (episcopal) autonomy too.
"In our opinion — continues the ” Tara Noastra”
— "the Magyar Party is playing with fire; and it
may possibly burn its fingers. It may be that,
seeing that this Party is continuallv demanding
the observance of the Paris Minority Treaty, it will
really be given what is contained in that Treaty,
but only that and nothing more; that meaning that
it will forfeit the more extensive liberty ensured
it by the Rumanian State. There is a Hungarian
proverb warning un not to "talk of the devil' .
The ,,Tara Noastra" would remind the Magyar
Party of that proverb."
A s may be seen, the Rumanians are here too
attempting to shirk the obligation undertaken by
them under the Minority Treaty. They would
restrict the Szekler cultural autonomy exclusively
to the religious communities of Szekler-land. They
assert that this cultural autonomy is really in
existence, and that too on a much larger scale than
as prescribed by the Minority Treaty, seeing that
— as the "Tara Noastra" alleges — "the Ruman
ian laws at present in force give the Magyar
(Hungarian) minority of Rumania far more than
what is prescribed by the Minority Treaty."
The very text of Article 11 in itself precludes
the possibility of any dispute, seeing that it
speaks of "the communities of the Saxons and
Czeklers". The expression "the communities of the
Saxons and Czeklers" must be interpreted to
mean all persons belonging to the said minorities,
is the point established in this connection by Dr.
Arthur Balogh,5 one of the most eminent authori
ties on the question of minority protection. The
Minority Treaty speaks of ’’local autonomy" . In
illustration of the meaning of this expression we
would once more refer to the fact that Article
11 in its entirely represents the attitude and
comprises the proposal of the British delegate. It
is evident, therefore, that the technical terms
employed are exclusively those used in the legal
phraseology of the British system of public law,
which applies the term "local selfgovernment" or
"local autonomy" to all forms of self-government
independent of the central government. And from
the statement that the "local autonomy" refers to
"scholastic and religious
matters"
we
may
establish the fact that the Szeklers are entitled to
themselves provide for the performance of all
cultural olbigations incumbent upon them, subject
only to the control of the Rumanian State.
The assertion made on the Rumanian side to
the effect that the Rumanian laws at present in
force give the Magyar (Hungarian) minority of
Rumania far more than what is prescribed by the
Minority Treaty, is not at all in keeping with the

facts. The Education A ct in particular — upan
which special stress is laid by the Rumanian
rejoinder — cannot possibly be described as
calculated to ensure the old autonomy of the
historical Churches. In illustration of the character
of the Public Worship A ct of April 22nd., 1928,
it will suffice to quote the following passages from
the 1928 Report of the Reformed Bishop of Tran
sylvania: — "The mistrust characterising the
whole spirit of the Act, the creation of exaggerated
rights and opportunities of control and inter
ference, the restriction of the agenda of church
assemblies, the difficulties put in the way of
gifts of charity by foreign co-religionists, the in
adequate form of acknowledgment of the Church s
status as fictitious person, the limitations hindering
the desire of members of the Church to offer, the
calling in question of the exclusive right of relig
ious teaching, the undermining of the authority of
the Church among its own members in the question
of church contributions, the subjection of certain
internal affairs of the Church to outside approval,
— these are the points that characterise the new
Public Worship A ct."0 This Act took no account
whatsoever of the ancient self-government of the
historical Churches, which was further confirmed
by Article 11 of the Minority Treaty. W e would
take at random just a few provisions of the Public
Worship Act in illustration of the manner in
which it completely ignores the principle of re
ligious autonomy laid down in Article 11. Thus,
in terms of Article II. of the A ct of April 22nd.,
1929, — which supplanted paragraph 4 of § 12 of
the original Public Worship A ct — the approval
of the Ministry must be secured for all gifts to
the Church exceeding 50,000 lei in value. § 14
authorises the Churches to establish and ad
minister cultural and charitable institutions. The
expression "cultural institutions" must be taken to
mean primarily schools. But the continuation of
the text of the A ct notes that the establishment
and administration of schools may be carried out
solely and exclusively as provided in the legal
measures relating to such institutions and on the
scale provided therein. Now an investigation of the
Education Acts shows that those measures do not
contain a single trace of any cultural autonomy
or self-government respectively. Thus, for instance,
the Elementary Education A ct of July 26th., 1924,
contains — in § 8 — provisions relating to the
so-called "name analysis" procedure, which offer
practically unlimited possibilities of compelling
children with names that do not sound Magyar to
leave the denominational schools and attend State
schools where the language of instruction is ex
clusively Rumanian. Or let us take § 159 of the
same Act, which establishes the so-called "culture
zone" including the territories of the Counties of
Haromszek, Csik, IJdvarhely, Maros-Torda and
Torda-Aranyos. 50% of the teachers from Old
Rumania not even knowing Magyar engaged in
the schools within the area of this "culture zone"
receive additional salaries, their "service allow
ances" being calculated for periods of 4 years, and

5 See Dr. Arthur Balogh, "International Protection of Minorities,
as provided for in the Minority Treaties and the Treaties of Peace",
Berlin (Ludwig Voggenreiter Verlag), 1928, p, 211.

6 See Sulyok, Stephen and Fritz, Ladislas, "Erddlyi Magyar
Evk8nyv" (Hungarian Annals of Transylvania), Kolozsvdr, 1930, p. 36.
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are given also special bonuses equivalent in
amount to three (or in the case of unmarried men
two) months' emoluments. Or let us take the
Private Teaching A ct of February 19th., 1925, of
which writers on international law have shown
that it contains measures diametrically opposed to
the principle of self-government, seeing that in
§ 1 it degrades the ancient schools maintained by
the denominations to the position of private
schools. W e would ask how the principle of
autonomy is ensured under the Higher Certificate
Examination (Matriculation) A ct of March 7th.,
1925, which stipulates that the pupils of secondary
schools shall be required to pass their matriculation
(higher certificate) examinations before a State
commission, Rumanian being the language ex
clusively used. Or let us examine the Secondary
Education A ct of May 15th., 1928, to see where
we can find any trace of the principle of autonomy,
the establishment of secondary schools being re
served for the Minister of Education acting on the
opinion of the Consiliul Permanent. And in con
clusion we would refer to the University Education
A ct of April 22nd., 1932, § 2 of which stipulates
that the universities shall be autonomous State
institutions . .
W e believe the few illustrations of the re
levant laws will suffice to refute the Rumanian
allegation to the effect that the laws at present in
existence give the Hungarian minority living in
Rumania more than is ensured it in the Minority
Treaty. Nor must we forget the manner in which
the laws are carried into effect. In the field of
school education the school inspectors decide by
ordinance in questions of school curricula, of
school books, of the appointment of teachers and
masters, etc., as also in the question whether a
school is to be closed or not; there are restrictions
on the free choice of schools; the right of de
nominational schools to the status of "public"
institutes has not yet been acknowledged; the de
nominational schools receive no State grants, and
are not allowed to participate in the 14% parish
school tax, which is allotted only to State schools;
in Magyar parishes hundreds of Magyar parents
are subjected to distress proceedings on the plea
of school fines. A ll these measures are intended
to further the rumanisation of the Szeklers. For
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Rumanian politicians are constantly proclaiming
that the Szeklers do not constitute a compact unit,
but that their numbers contain a very large
sprinkling of inhabiants of Rumanian origin the
"re-rumanisation" of which is an urgent necessity,
adding that no minority rights may be claimed by
that considerable proportion of the inhabitants
which has been deprived by force of its Rumanian
origin.
It goes without saying that this emphasising
of the forced "magyarisation" of Rumanians is due
partly to ignorance of history and partly to a
deliberate intention to mystify and mislead, the
object of this being to find a pretext for continuing
consistently to refuse to realise the cultural
autonomy ensured the Szeklers.
W e have no wish to deal exhaustively with the
origin of the Szeklers, the controversy relating to
which has not yet been definitively decided by
science. Of the theories relating to the question
the most plausible appears to be that which tells
us that the name "Szeklers" must be taken to mean
the Hungarian (Magyar) marchmen organised in
divisions (the word "szek " = "riding") who owed
their privileged position to strategic considerations.
These acquired rights based upon historical
grounds could hardly have been ignored when
codifying the protection of minority rights. W e
may establish the fact that the ensuring of the
Szekler — and also of the Saxon — cultural
autonomy was effected by respecting the historical
past and acquired rights. The Szekely dialect is
typically Magyar in character, and differs from the
Magyar idiom spoken today far less than — for
instance — the Bavarian dialect does from the
Swabian. A not merely literal interpretation of
Article 11 undoubtedly shows that Article to mean
a cultural autonomy embracing all the Magyar and
all the German inhabitants of Transylvania. There
fore, when emphasising that the Szeklers and the
Magyars constitute an inseparably united race and
use the same language, for that reason demanding
that after the carrying into effect of the scholastic
autonomy of the Szeklers a general cultural auto
nomy should be instituted to embrace the whole
Magyar minority, the Szekely-Hungarian position
involves a correct interpretation of Article 11,

THRONE-ROOM OF THE HUNGARIAN KINGS OF THE
HOUSE OF ARPAD COMPLETELY EXCAVATED
In Esztergom, the ancient seat of the Hungarian
Kings of the House of Arpad (896— 1301) and the
present seat of the Prince Primates of Hungary, the
palace of Hungary's great medieval national dynasty
has been discovered and gradually brought to light.
The most important result of the excavations, which
were resumed in spring, was the opening of the throneroom of the palace. Considering that this find is an
important monument of art of the Middle-Ages, it is
to be supposed that it may interest not only Hunga
rians, but also all lovers of art abroad, and that is
the reason of our giving below a description from the

pen of the famous Hungarian art-historian, Professor
Tibor Gerevich, published in the June 13th. issue of
the "Budapesti Hirlap".

— The royal throne-room of the palace of the
Arpads, discovered in the autumn, has now been
completely opened. This hall, built in the style of the
Xllth century, has an even more magnificent gateway
than the entrances of the palace and of the chapel.
It may be conjectured from the style of the throneroom that, at some later period, when the royal
palace was changed into the seat of the Prince
Primate, the architecture was amplified by ornamen-

