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On December 1st. Rumania celebrated the twenty- 
fifth anniversary of the Gyulafehervar Assembly and 
of the resolutions passed by that Assembly. At the 

Bucharest celebrations, which were attended by representa
tives of the Rumanian dynasty and by the Members of the 
Rumanian Government, and at the Gyulafehervar celebra
tions, which were attended by the Rumanian Minister, M. 
Petrovici, speeches and harangues were delivered and vows 
made with the approval and sanction of the highest and most 
responsible factors of Rumanian life concerning which M. 
Nicholas Kail ay, Prime Minister of Hungary, at a meeting of 
the Hungarian Lower House held on December 4th., made 
the following statements: —

‘ Speeches of a violently irredentist character were made 
and the Vienna Award made at the request of and accepted 
by the Rumanians was criticized, —  I repeat, the Vienna 
Award which was made at the request of and accepted by the 
Rumanians. I cannot help being surprised" —  said the Hun
garian Premier —  "at any one criticizing something received 
by him; for after all it was the Vienna Award that gave the 
Rumanians Southern Transylvania. I can regard these spee
ches, seing that they were not offensive in character, 
with a certain political understanding: but the flood of fal
sifications of history set in motion beyond the frontier on a 
so called scientific basis, reminds me of children singing in 
the dark to disguise their fear“. The Hungarian Premier 
employed exceptionally mild terms and displayed the utmost 
indulgence when branding the events that occured in Ruma
nia on December 1st., when the anniversary of the "union" 
was celebrated in that country by a campaign of lies against 
Hungary and incitement to hatred, —  when the speakers
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referred to "thousand-year-old rights", to “the dawning of 
the day of justice” and “everlasting union”, — when the 
papers published maps of Greater Rumania showing also the 
towns of Transylvania, —  when, at the celebration arranged 
by the "ASTRT" in Bucharest, Professor Stefan Pop de
scribed the Vienna Award —  which was made by the request 
of and accepted and carried into execution by Rumania —  
as a fresh “alienation" of Transylvania.

And, after all, what was actually done at Gyulafehervar 
on December 1st., 1918? What did the leaders of the Ru
manians of Transylvania decide on that occassion? and what 
part, if any, of that decision was actually carried into effect? 
Before proceeding, it should be noted that the Magyar in
habitants of Transylvania never acknowledged the decision 
taken at Gyulafehervar as binding on or as taken in the name 
of Transylvania as a whole. For three weeks later —  on 
December 22 nd., 1918 — , at the Magyar National Assembly 
held at Kolozsvar, the Magyars of Transylvania protested 
against the detachment of that province. Whereas at the time 
the Hungarian Government placed at the disposal of those 
taking part in the Gyulafehervar Rumanian National 
Assembly special trains, which arrived safely at their desti
nation, only two of the 20 special trains reserved for the use 
of those desirous of attending the Kolozsvar Magyar Nati
onal Assembly were able to get through to their destination, 
the rest having been “held up” , while the Magyar National 
Assembly had to be held within a ring made by the guns of 
the approaching Rumanian army, that army having two days 
later (on December 24th.) marched into Kolozsvar.

The Gyulafehervar Rumanian National Assembly, which 
according to the testimony of Rumanian sources was attended 
by 40000 persons, approved the “ Gyulafehervar resolutions” 
containing nine clauses drafted previously by a council of the 
leaders of the Rumanian National Party. Clause I. proclai
med the “union and amalgamation with Rumania” (“unirea... 
cu Romania") of Transylvania and the areas of Hungary 
proper inhabited by Rumanians. Clause II. guaranteed the 
inhabitants of the said territories a provisional autonomy 
(“autonomia provizorie” ) , to be in force until the convening 
of a constituent assembly elected on the basis of universal
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suffrage (pana la intrunirea Constituantei aleana pe baza 
votului universal"). Then followed the proclamation of the 
"fundamental principles" ("ca principii fundamentale” ) 
underlying the formation of the new Rumanian State, the 
Greater Rumania of the future, that being accompaneed by 
a host of promises formulated for the benefit of the national 
minorities not a single one of which was ever fulfilled. The 
‘'fundamental principles" in question were the following: — 
“unrestricted national liberty for the nations living in the 
new State; each nation to govern itself in its own mother- 
tongue, by means of a public administration of its own to be 
in the hands of persons from its own ranks, and to provide 
its own system of education and its own administration of 
justice; each nation to be entitled to representation in 
the legislature and to participation in the government of the 
country in proportion to the relative numerical strength of 
its quota of the population". The other points of the dec
laration stressed also —  as "fundamental principles" —  
religious liberty, democratic government, absolute freedom 
of the press, the right of assembly and association, a radical 
land reform, and a pro-labour policy for the benefit of the 
industrial workers. A  few days later a deputation carried 
the resolutions to Bucharest; and on December 15th., 1918. 
they were published in full in the Rumanian Official Gazette 
in the form of an Emergency Order (Decret-loge No. 3631).

At the outset the political parties of the “ Regat” (Old 
Rumania) regarded the Gyulafehervar resolutions as of use 
as a means of throwing dust in the eyes of foreign countries. 
The Rumanian Prime Minister of those days, Bratianu, him
self distributed copies of the resolutions printed on fine vel
lum paper among the Members of the Paris Peace Conference. 
After the Peace Conference — which, despite the enormous 
territorial aggrandizement obtained there, disappointed Ru
mania’s hopes by compelling her to accept the Paris Minority 
Protection Treaty dated December 9th., 1919 —  the Gyula
fehervar resolutions lost their importance; or, to be more 
exact, the only part of those resolutions still of any impor
tance was the clause proclaiming the unconditional union.

In its January 1st., 1920, issue the Rumanian Official 
Gazette (Minitorul Oficial) published the text of an “ Act of
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Union' (“Legea de uni re” ) which incorporated in law only 
the first of the Points of the Gyulafehervar resolutions, the 
Rumanian Parliament having once more solemnly proclaimed 
the union. This “Legea de unire” —  a single clause —  runs 
as follows: —

“ The Decret-lege published in the Moniturul Oficial in re 
the union with the Kingdom of Old Rumania, of Transyl
vania, the Banat and the other areas, is herewith ratified and 
given the binding force of law in the following terms:—

“ § 1. Those territories which are designated in the Gyu
lafehervar resolution of December 1st., 1918, shall be united 
for all time with the Kingdom of Rumania".

The other clauses of the Gyulafehervar resolutions were 
not referred to either by the Parliament or by the King and 
never received legal sanction, never having been ratified.

The political parties of the “Regat” —  in particular the 
Liberal Party headed by Bratianu and the People’s Party 
under the leadership of Averescu and Goga —  openly re
pudiated Gyulafehervar. They stressed that the Rumanian 
people had nothing whatsoever to do with the promises for
mulated there, which had been the invention of a few crack- 
brained Transylvanians. During the debates in the Rumanian 
Parliament too reference was frequently made to the Gyula
fehervar resolutions; and the storm brewing in the matter of 
the Gyulafehervar problem burst most violently and most 
passionately during the debates in 1923 on the new Rumanian 
Constitution and in 1925 on the Public Administration Bill.

At a meeting of the Rumanian Senate on March 12th., 
1925, the Rumanian Premier, Bratianu, made the following 
statements:—

“There is one point that must be stressed, —  viz. that 
it is being continually stated that the Gyulafehervar resolu
tions possess an authority superior to the Constitution. This 
misapprehension must be dissipated, that there may be an 
end to all misunderstanding in the matter: the Rumanian 
State and the integrity of the Rumanian nation do not owe 
their origin to Gyulafehervar. The Gyulafehervar resolutions 
undoubtedly contain a manifestation of importance in its 
bearing on the question of integrity; but the basis of that 
integrity —  the one reality —  in the treaty (videlicet, the
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secret treaty concluded in August, 1916, with the Entente, 
Ed.) sealed with the blood of 800,000 soldiers. If that is in 
their power, let them change the foundations of the State 
and its whole political life; but for them to demand that the 
resolutions should be given the priority over the Consirituti- 
on, —  that is a course in which I cannot follow them: and, 
I repeat, the basis of our State is that treaty and those 
soldiers” ( Desbaterile Deputatilor 1924— 25, p. 742),

According to Chirculescu the resolutions have no force 
in law, seeing that they could not devolve any obligation on 
the “ Regat” , on Bukovina or on Bessarabia. Another moment 
characteristically illustrating the attitude of Bratianu's Li
beral Party towards the Gyulafehervar resolutions is the 
statement made by Vintila Bratianu, the Minister of Finance, 
during an address delivered by him at a meeting of the Ru
manian Sociological Society (Institut Social Roman) held on 
December 25th., 1921, to the effect that “the Gyulafehervar 
resolutions were promises which luckily were not fulfilled” .

The People's Party under the leadership of Averescu 
and Goga never admitted the legal authority of the Gyula
fehervar resolutions, which Goga referred to as “the freak 
of a few individuals”.

Even the National Peasant Parly, the vast majority of 
which was recruited from among the Rumanians of Transyl
vania, failed to realize a single jot of the Gyulafehervar 
resolutions either in 1919— 20, when that Party was respon
sible for the government of Transylvania, or later on, when 
it was in power; though, as the authors of the resolutions, 
they kept continually stressing that those resolutions were 
the basis of their policy. In his manual of public law publis
hed in 1920 (“Dreptul constitutional roman” , pp. 29— 30) 
Professor Romulus Boila, the authority on public law be
longing to the Party, writing of the Gyulafehervar resolutions, 
declares that “although the law proclaiming the union of 
Transylvania speaks only of unconditional union, Part III. 
of the Gyulafehervar resolutions has nevertheless not been 
cancelled. These Points embrace certain principles the signi
ficance of which cannot be left out of account when organizing 
the Rumanian State, the result being that they possess an 
authoritative character in constitutional law". In an address
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delivered on May 11th., 1924, before the Bucharest Sociolo
gical Society, Julius Maniu, speaking of the Gyulafehervar 
resolutions, declared that ‘‘the Gyulafehervar National 
Assembly voted these minority rights as to be enforced, not 
only in the trans-Carpathian territories, but in the whole of 
Rumania, requesting that Rumania's new Constitution should 
be drafted on the basis of the principles contained in these 
resolutions” . This means that Julius Maniu in 1924 still held 
that the demand for “ full national liberty” should be enforced 
in the whole of Rumania and that the relevant stipulations 
should be incorporated in the Constitution. However, the new 
Rumanian Constitution drafted in 1923 took no cognizance 
whatsoever of the “ fundamental principles” laid down in the 
Gyulafehervar resolutions. It is true, indeed, that the Ru
manian National Peasant Party under the leadership of 
Julius Maniu declared as invalid the 1923 Rumanian Con
stitution, which — to quote the words of the Party’s resolution 
— the Party intended to cancel the moment it came into 
power; the reason why the Party made this proclamation 
was not, however, because the 1923 Constitution has forgotten 
all about the Gyulafehervar ‘‘fundamental principles” . In 
1928 Julius Maniu came into power; but he did not amend 
the Constitution. The 1929 Public administration Act drafted 
by the Maniu-Vajda Government makes no mention what
soever of the minorities; nor is there any mention in the Act 
of the minorities being allowed to carry on their public ad
ministration in their own languages through the medium of 
persons recruited from their own ranks. And. when the Ma
gyar Party of Rumania withdrew from the Rumanian Par
liament, Alexander Vajda, Minister for Home Affairs, was 
so overcome with indignation that he exclaimed:—  “The Ma
gyars need not be surprised if the new Rumanian generation 
tears the Gyulafehervar Points to pieces like so many scraps 
of paper".

We consider it worth noting that at their National A s
sembly held at Medgyes on January 8th., 1919, the Saxons 
of Transylvania passed a resolution declaring that “ the 
Saxon people regards itself as a Member of the Rumanian 
Kingdom and its sons and daughters as citizens of the Ru
manian State” , but at the same time emphatically recalling

23



DANUBIAN REVIEW

all the promises relating to the full national liberty of the 
minorities contained in the Gyulafehervar resolutions. The 
Saxons were just as disagreeably disillusioned as were the 
other national minorities; for the Rumanian Government 
failed to accord them too the benefits foreseen in the Gyula
fehervar resolutions.

In conclusion we would refer to the observation contained 
in the work entitled “ The International Protection of Mino
rities" (published 1920) by Professor Arthur Balogh, to the 
effect that "however much people may call in question the 
validity in law of the contents of the Gyulafehervar reso
lutions other than the mere proclamation of the union (the 
ground for this attitude being that those other contents were 
not incorporated in the Act of Union), it is quite out of the 
question to deny the moral obligation respecting the acknow
ledgment of the rights of the minorities contained in those 
resolutions, though that obligation was left out of account 
when the new Constitution was drafted —  an obligation with 
which the attitude of the Government is so often out of 
harmony", — and, we might add, has indeed never been in 
harmony.
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