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T
he leading politicians and scholars of the 
Succession States are fully aware of the 
great mistakes made in connection with the 
post-War adjustment of territory; they know 

—  since it is all the result of their manipulations 
—  that the catchwords about "self-determina
tion of the peoples" were only empty phrases 
utilised to influence the determination of the new 
frontiers; they know all about the false, forged 
documents and statistical data put forward as the 
grounds upon which the uninformed victors mapped 
out the territories of the new "national States".

In particular the Hungarian revision move
ment has proved most inconvenient to the poli
ticians of the Succession States who — are 
perfectly well acquainted with the conditions; 
those politicians have fully realised the force lent 
to that movement by the fact that each of the new 
States contains "minorities living as majorities" in 
compact territories. They at first attempted to 
relieve the tension by spreading reports that the 
minorities were enjoying complete freedom of de
velopment in the Succession States, so that they 
were not suffering any serious injustice by not 
living in the territory of their mother country. 
However, this was a plea which could hardly be 
advanced except within their own preserves; and 
today everywhere in Europe people are quite 
familiar with the grave situation of the minorities 
and with the cruel oppression to which they are 
being subjected.

Now these politicians are experimenting with 
a new argument. They have discovered that the 
Magyars living in the territories of the Succession 
States are not increasing in numbers, while the 
peoples forming the new majorities display a very 
vigorous natural increase. And this “natural phe
nomenon" is bound before long to be followed by 
the State-building peoples of the new countries 
swallowing the "decrepit" aged trunk of the 
Magyars, now no longer able to shoot forth new 
branches. So what is the use of a revision, seeing 
that in a few decenniums there will no longer be 
any trace of the people in whose interest it is pro
posed to carry into effect the disagreeable action 
which is "a menace to the cause of peace". This

“unanswerable" argument has been found so 
splendid that Foreign Ministers Titulescu and 
Benes have repeatedly utilised it, while in 
scientific circles it is being exploited and popula
rised —  above all by Manuila Sabin, Director 
of the Rumanian Demographic Institute, who keeps 
writing articles to expound his theory of the ex
tinction of the non-Rumanian (and in particular 
of the Magyar) minorities of Rumania, not only 
in the propaganda organs of the Rumanians, but 
also in international periodicals.

Seeing that this astounding thesis is given the 
specious appearance of a foundation in scientific 
research and laws, the uninitiated are easily per
suaded to trust it and —  in default of the critical 
aparatus needed to enable them to test the data
—  to regard the process of extinction as a natural 
and inevitable phenomenon which has to be taken 
into account by scholars and (naturally!!) by 
politicians too. We are repeatedly hearing voices 
from among the Magyars of the severed territories
—  and indeed from among those on our side of 
the frontiers too —  complaining desperately of 
the working of this process of extinction. That is 
why it is imperatively necessary that we should 
deal seriously with the question and make the most 
exhaustive examination to show whether there is 
any real ground for this thesis?

The investigations described below are con
fined to the territory of Transylvania; seeing that 
that is the region in which the largest compact 
masses of Magyars separated from their mother 
country are living, as also that these are the 
Magyars whose extinction is being proclaimed by 
Rumanian demographers on the basis of statistical 
data.

In our investigations we have naturally to take 
as our basis the Rumanian statistical data, — 
without inquiring into their reliability, which it is 
not in our power to check. The results shown by 
our investigations will therefore be exclusively 
those shown by the official Rumanian statistics, 
which cannot surely be accused of being coloured 
by prepossession in favour of the Magyars.

The demographic conditions of Rumania are 
shown in detailed statistics given by counties
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published in the Rumanian Statistical Year-Books 
and in the Buletinul Demografic al Romaniei. A  
summarised statement of these conditions for the 
period between 1920 and 1927 appeared in the 
Memorial Album entitled ‘ ‘Transylvania, Banatul, 
Crisana si Maramuresul" published in Bucharest 
in 1929. These official figures do not show the 
distribution of population by nationalities. That is 
rather fortunate, seeing that the Rumanian statistics 
relating to nationality conditions had so far proved 
entirely false or erroneous, —  so much so that 
the Rumanian statisticians themselves were com
pelled to repudiate their own publications and the 
results of their own collections of data (e. g. the 
results of the 1920 Transylvanian and the 1927 
Rumanian Censuses). It is strange however that 
the Rumanian demographers should nevertheless 
in their controversies give exhaustive demographic 
data grouped by nationalities. They are naturally 
able to group these data entirely arbitrarily, seeing 
that nowhere in the official publications do we find 
any detailed distribution of the same affording 
even the slightest clue enabling us to check their 
trustworthiness. For that very reason we are fully 
entiled to repudiate these data and to demand the 
publication of a detailed statement of the original 
statistical material. However, as we should 
probably have to wait a considerable time before 
that is done, we are compelled to base our in
vestigations upon the county data published with
out detailed distribution by nationalities. As we 
shall see later on, even these data will enable us 
to draw extremely instructive conclusions.

The territory of Transylvania comprises pure 
Magvar regions, districts inhabited predominantly 
by Rumanians, and regions with a mixed popula
tion. We shall investigate the demographic con
ditions of these several groups of regions. But, in 
order to avoid committing even the slightest breach 
of the postulate of scientific objectivity, we shall 
demarcate these several regions on the basis of 
the nationality results of the 1930 Rumanian 
Census, —  albeit it is well known that this Census 
used every means (e. g. the “ spiriting away" of 
Jews who are Hungarians by mother tongue, and 
of Magyars belonging to the Armenian and Greek 
Catholic Churches etc.) to reduce the number of 
Magvars, actually succeeding in entirely eliminat
ing the natural increase of the one million and a 
half of Transylvanian Magyars between 1910 and 
1930 and indeed “ spiriting away“ more than three 
hundred thousand of the number of Magyars 
registered in 1910.1 Therefore, while taking these 
Rumanian Census data as our basis, we would 
add that the same show the number of Magyars 
at very reduced figures, a circumstance not to be 
ignored in this connection.

The most distinctly Magyar region of Tran
sylvania is "Szeklerland", which embraces terri

1 The nationality results of the 1930 Rumanian Census 
have not yet been published officially, the only data relat
ing thereto being those contained in a semi-official publica
tion from the pen of Dragomir Silviu, Director of the Census 
Bureau ("La Transylvanie roumaine et ses minorites eth- 
niques", Bucharest, 1934).

tories belonging to the Counties of Csik, Harom- 
szek, Udvarhely, Maros-Torda and Brasso. A c 
cording to the 1930 Rumanian Census the total 
population of these counties was 868,022 —  the 
number of persons of Magyar nationality being 
517,175 (59.58%), that of persons of Rumanian 
nationality being fixed at 264,617 (30.48%). The 
increase of population in this region during the 
period of eleven years between 1920 and 1930 
amounted to 96,774. If we calculate the average 
annual increase of population on the basis of the 
data of the Census, we find that it shows an ad
vance of 10.1 for every 1000 inhabitants.2

Thus, the index figure of natural increase in 
“ Szeklerland“  is 10.1 per 1000.

Now let us investigate the demographic con
ditions in the purest Rumanian district. This 
district includes the Counties of Hunyad, Also- 
Feher, Fogaras, Szolnok-Doboka and Krasso-Szo- 
reny, —  the Rumanian Census of 1930 showing a 
proportion of over 75% of Rumanians in all these 
counties except that of Krasso-Szoreny, where they 
represent 74% of the total population, 69.5% in 
the Krasso section and 76.6% in the Szoreny 
section of this double county (that being the 
reason why we have included this double county 
in this group). The increase of population in these 
counties during the period between 1920 and 1930 
was 99,691, that according to the data of the 
1930 Census showing an average annual increase 
of 7.0 per 1000.

Thus, the purest Rumanian district of Tran
sylvania shows an average annual increase of 7.0 
ver 1000 inhabitants. We see therefore that the 
Rumanian official statements —  diametrically 
contradicting the assertions of the Rumanian 
statisticians —  prove that in Transylvania the 
natural increase of the Magyar regions is well 
in advance of that of the Rumanian districts.

But let us examine conditions in the other 
regions too. In addition to the pure Magyar and 
pure Rumanian districts (this not meaning, of 
course, that those nationalities represent actually 
100% of the respective populations), there are in 
Transylvania 10 counties in which according to 
the 1930 Census the Rumanians represented a 
majority, though they did not reach figures re
presenting three-quarters of the total population. 
In these counties3 the increase of population be
tween 1920 and 1930 amounted to 302,114 —  that

2 To be quite exact, we should of course calculate the 
increase for each year on the basis of the number of in
habitants determined for that year: but, seeing that prior 
to 1930 there was no reliable Census in Rumania, while 
the pre-War data — owing to the lack of information re
lating to War losses and to the subsequent changes in the 
respective areas of the counties — cannot be taken as basis 
for calculations, the only possible average figure is that 
chosen by us. Seeing that the population taken as basis is 
that of the last year of a period of 11 years chosen as basis 
for a study of natural increase, the index figure obtained is 
sligthly less than that of increase obtained by the usual 
method of calculation. That does not however in any way 
affect the comparison between the several regions.

3 Viz. Kolozs, Beszterce-Naszod, Szeben, Kiskiikullo, 
Torda-Aranyos, Arad, Bihar, Maramaros, Szil&gy, Szatmar.
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showing an advance on the average of 10.0 per 
1000 in the light of the figures of the 1930 Census.

Thus, the index figure of natural increase in 
the Transylvanian counties with a large Rumanian 
majority including also considerable non-Rumanian 
minorities is 10.0 per 1000.

In addition to the above there are two other 
counties (Temes-Torontal and Nagykiikiillo) with 
very mixed populations showing an average annual 
increase of 4.3 per 1000.

A ll other data too prove that there is not a 
single other compact territory of any size in Tran
sylvania showing a greater natural increase of 
population that that of the Sz6kler districts; while 
the increase of population in the pure Rumanian 
districts is a strikingly small one.

W e would however anticipate all possible 
objections. W e might be told by the Rumanian 
statisticians —  though the argument would be 
extremely forced —  that the vigorous increase of 
population in the Szekler districts is enhanced by 
the proportion of increase of the Rumanian min
ority living there, and that the districts inhabited 
predominantly by Rumanians include the terri
tory of the double County of Krasso-Szoreny, which 
is known to be the least prolific of the territories 
of Rumania and is perhaps responsible for spoiling 
the ratio of natural increase o f Rumanians in 
Transylvania? There is no truth whatsoever in that 
suggestion. If we deduct from the area o f the five 
counties constituting the region known as "Szek
lerland" the two counties (M aros-Torda and 
Brasso) which according to the 1930 Census con
tained the largest proportion of Rumanians, and 
investigate only the data of the three coun
ties which are almost exclusively Magyar, we 
shall find that the increase of population in these 
counties during the eleven years in question 
amounted to 49,339, that showing (on the basis 
of the 1930 Census) an average annual increase 
of 10.9 per 1000 —  an index figure well in ex
cess o f that for the whole area of “ Szeklerland", 
So we see that within "Szeklerland" itself the 
areas showing the greatest advance in population 
are those which are most distinctively Magyar in 
character. If on the other hand we take the Tran
sylvanian counties with the largest proportion of 
Rumanians —  the Counties of Also-Feher and Hu- 
nyad, which show 80%  of Rumanians —  and ex
clude the double County of Krasso-Szoreny, we 
find that the average annual natural increase here 
is 8.6 per 1000, an index figure still well below 
that for ,,Szeklerland" as a whole and more par
ticularly below that for the most distinctively 
Magyar counties.

So there can be no question o f the non- 
Magyars of the Magyar regions and the non- 
Rumanians of the Rumanian districts in any way 
exercising on the data of population increase an 
influence prejudicial to the Rumanians,

It is therefore astounding in the light of these 
facts to see the Rumanian statisticians (in parti
cular the Directior o f the Census Bureau) mak
ing assertions diametrically opposed to their 
official data. Where does Manuila Sabin get the

data or facts authorising him to put the in
dex figure of increase of the Rumanians of 
Transylvania at 11.9 and that of the Magyars at 
8.3 per 1000? For the data quoted above, which 
show results diametrically opposed to his state
ments, have all passed through his hands; and in
deed the bulk of them have appeared under his 
name.

W e must look for the explanation elsewhere. 
It is in the interest of Rumania that the records 
should show as small a proportion as possible of 
minority inhabitants and that in particular the 
most powerful of the minorities —  the Magyars —  
should be reduced in number by all possible 
means. Now, it is not possible to simply "spirit 
away" a million and a half inhabitants in the 
period between two Censuses. So the "em bezzle
ment" has to be distributed over several Censuses. 
But how are these conjurers going to justify or 
prove the decrease in the number of Magyars from 
one Census to the other? On the occasion of the 
first Rumanian Census it was possible to argue 
that the Hungarian statistics were false and that 
the refugees of the years immediately following 
the conclusion of peace had reduced the number 
of Magyars in Transylvania, etc. etc.; but what 
arguments can statisticians resort to when the 
number of Magyars already shown in the Ruman
ian Census has for political reasons to be de
creased at the next Census? Why, of course, 
nothing could be simpler than to invent the story 
of the "natural" and “ spontaneous" decrease of 
the M agyars!!

It is evident that what we have to deal with 
here is simply a systematic political manoeuvre. 
The Rumanian statisticians for political reasons 
distort the demographic data referring to Rumania, 
their apparently “ scientific" investigations serving 
exclusively propaganda purposes. The data 
published by the Rumanian statistical bureau 
without nationality details prove eloquently enough 
that the theses v/hich speak o f the suspension of 
the increase of the Magyars of Transylvania and 
of the vigorous increase of the Rumanians of that 
province, are just as baseless forgeries as are the 
deductions made therefrom.

W e can never be completely satisfied with 
the increase in numbers of our own people; and 
it is the duty o f all who have the authority and 
the ability to do so to unceasingly stimulate and 
further that increase: consequently, the present 
article does not propose to show that the increase 
of the Magyars in Transylvania leaves nothing to 
be desired or that in this field —  in particular in 
the case of the town populations —  there is not 
much to be done without delay; what we desire 
is to protest against certain persons either out of 
ignorance or with dishonest intentions presuming 
to spread untrue teachings concerning the alleged 
exhaustion or barrenness of the Magyar race, 
doing so partly for the purpose of serving their 
own political ends and partly with the object of 
instilling a spirit of renunciation and despondency 
into the minds of those who for nearly twenty 
years have suffered ordeals and trials and oppres
sion without learning despair.


