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In a series of guest lectures at the University of Toronto in 1985, William 
H. McNeill, one of North America's most distinguished historians, sur-
veyed the evolution of the relationship of polyethnicity and national unity 
in the history of mankind.1 His conclusion was that, throughout history, the 
norm of societal existence was the co-habitation of different ethnic groups 
within the individual states that made up the community of nations. In 
ancient times, McNeill observed, "civilized societies" were multi-ethnic as 
foreign conquests, trade and epidemics worked to make them such.2 In the 
period between 1750 and 1920 an ideal emerged that went counter to this 
norm. This was the idea of nations made up of members of the same eth-
nic group. Ironically, this concept gained greatest acceptance in Western 
Europe just at the time when Europeans started expanding overseas, ini-
tiating a mingling of races and cultures on an unprecedented scale.3 This 
experiment in building homogeneous nation states began to ebb after World 
War I, even though some outbreaks of militant nationalism took place later. 
Since 1920, there has been a gradual return to the ideal of polyethnic so-
ciety. Surveying the world today, McNeill sees the increasing mingling 
of peoples, the greater ease of international travel and migration, and the 
growing acceptance again of the concept of multi-ethnic societies.4 

While McNeill's analysis was not designed to deal with the specific 
question of ethnic minorities within states, it implicitly has a great deal to 
say about them and their situation. Hence it is not inappropriate to test 
McNeill's observations about the global situation in light of the realities of 
ethnic groups in a small part of the world—East Central Europe—and in 
particular in the position of one ethnic group there: the Hungarian. Such 
a test will confirm a few of McNeill's observations, but it will also reveal 
that in East Central Europe, especially as far as the situation of Hungar-
ian minorities is concerned, for some time the general trends have been 



going against those that Professor McNeill has observed elsewhere in the 
world. 

East Central Europe is one of the highly "polyethnic" regions of the world. 
Despite the attempt by the peacemakers after the First World War to create 
national states there, most of the states of East Central Europe remain 
multi-ethnic entities. That this is so is largely due to the fact that many 
of these states have sizable Hungarian minorities. In fact, Hungarians 
compose the largest minority populations in a number of states within 
all of contemporary Europe. There are over two million Hungarians in 
Rumania, approximately 660,000 in Czechoslovakia, almost half a million 
in Yugoslavia, about 200,000 in the Carpatho-Ruthenian part of the Soviet 
Ukraine, and about 50,000 in Austria. It might be added that there are also 
some two million Hungarians dispersed throughout the world with many of 
them settled in the United States and Canada, in several Western European 
countries, as well as South America and Australia. This volume will not 
deal with the communities of Magyars in the Hungarian diaspora, not even 
with the Hungarian community of Austria as it is made up in part of people 
who had migrated there from Hungary over the past four decades. It will 
deal with Hungarians who have been born in ancestral Hungarian lands 
which are now part of one or the other of Hungary's socialist neighbours. 

There are three traits of these Hungarian minorities that are worth stress-
ing. One is the fact that minority status was imposed upon them from the 
outside, through border changes affected without plebiscites. This differ-
entiates the members of these Magyar minorities from those of Hungarian 
settlements in the New World for example whose members had assumed 
minority status through more-or-less voluntary migration (and here we do 
not mean to deny that some of these migrants fled East Central Europe to 
save their lives). The second characteristic of Hungarian minorities in East 
Central Europe is the fact that their birth is a fairly recent development, hav-
ing occurred in the aftermath of World War I, in living memory of the older 
generation. A third, and perhaps even more important trait of these minori-
ties, is the fact that a large percentage of them are "border" minorities: their 
members live in territories abutting the borders of Hungary. This last factor 
makes Hungarian minorities potential irredentas, a fact which can engender 
a great deal of political insecurity in the countries where they exist. 

The states that received these large Hungarian minorities from the hands 
of the peacemakers in 1920 were the so-called successor states: newly 
created Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, and enlarged Rumania. In the 
interwar period these countries failed (to a greater or lesser extent) to abide 



by the treaties they had signed after the war promising to respect the rights 
of their minorities.5 This resulted in conditions which weakened the political 
stability of the whole region. The stability of East Central Europe was also 
lessened by the dissatisfaction of the ethnic groups that had felt wronged 
in the peace settlement (the Hungarian, Ukrainian, and the Bulgarian). 
Majority-minority relations in the region became more and more tense 
which made the nations of East Central Europe easy prey for Nazi-German 
expansion. 

The Second World War brought important changes in the situation of the 
Hungarian minorities in East Central Europe, even though it brought few 
significant changes in the territorial arrangements that had been imposed in 
the Carpathian Basin in the wake of the First World War. First of all, the 
establishment of Soviet control over East Central Europe in the wake of 
World War II put the "nationality question" there into a new political and 
ideological context. Marxism-Leninism, as practiced in the Soviet Union, 
became the "guiding light" for the solution of all ethnic and national fric-
tion within the expanded empire of the U.S.S.R. Moreover, the war, and 
the post-war peace treaties and population transfers, profoundly affected 
the ethnic make-up and, in particular, the minority profile of East Central 
Europe, or Eastern Europe as some prefer to call the socialist countries be-
tween Central Europe and the U.S.S.R. (Poland Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Rumania, Yugoslavia, Albania and Bulgaria). Leszek Kosinski has pointed 
out that in 1930 Eastern Europe had 94 million inhabitants of whom 24 
million lived in minority status (24 percent of the total population, i.e. every 
fourth person). In 1960, these same states had a population of 99 million, 
out of which only 7.1 million were members of minorities (7.2 percent of 
the total population, that is every 14th person).6 

This changed demographic balance between minority and majority pop-
ulations in East Central Europe had significant adverse implications for 
the survival prospects of Hungarian minorities there. Hungarians remain 
(besides Albanians) the only numerically significant minority people in the 
region (if we assume that Slovaks, Croats, etc., are power-sharing eth-
nic groups within their respective countries rather than simple minorities). 
Moreover, they have become minorities without allies or friends. In the 
interwar years Germany demanded minority protection for the Germans of 
East Central Europe, the Soviet Union for the White Russians and Ukraini-
ans, and the Zionists of the West, for the Jews. This situation had enabled 
Hungarians to form alignments with one or the other of these ethnic groups 
and even with their protectors. But, after World War II, this kind of a united 
front against minority persecution was no longer a viable option. Form-
ing alliances for the protection of minorities has become difficult if not 
impossible in Soviet-controlled East Central Europe for another reason. 
There, the fate of minorities became governed by the principles of pro-



letarian internationalism, bringing central control, one party rule, and the 
subjugation of the individual to the state. In this new political context, 
alignments within bourgeois parliaments, and other means through which 
pluralistic societies provide protection for ethnic, religious or occupational 
groups or minorities, were no longer possible. But Soviet rule after 1945 
brought dangers that were specific for the Hungarian minorities. The Rus-
sian leaders looked upon Magyars as non-Slavs, and as an enemy people 
who had fought against Russia in both world wars, and especially, in the 
Great Patriotic War. Soviet rule, moreover, brought the isolation of Hun-
garian minorities from Hungary, as well as from the West, and even from 
each other, making them much more vulnerable to pressure from the cen-
tral (majority) authorities. Soviet domination also meant the weakening 
or even the destruction of social and religious institutions that in the past 
had acted as spokesmen for minorities, or had given them hope and so-
lace. The destruction of a free press, the reduction of the influence of the 
churches, the elimination of voluntary organizations of the villagers, have 
all contributed to the increased vulnerability of Hungarian minorities in 
most East Central European states. The economic malaise that Soviet rule 
and Marxist economic practices have brought to this part of the world have 
also had their negative effect: it led to the pauperization of all segments 
of society, and especially the middle class to which many Hungarians be-
longed in some regions, such as urban Transylvania. And poverty makes 
all citizens—members of minorities and majorities alike—more dependent 
on the state. 

After these comments on the situation of Hungarian minorities in East 
Central Europe in general, it is necessary to pay a little attention at least to 
the particular conditions that govern their situation in the individual East 
Central European or East European countries. This is necessary as basic 
conditions facing these minorities vary a great deal from one East European 
state to another.7 

In Czechoslovakia there exists a Hungarian minority that should be cul-
turally dynamic, given its size and its geographic concentration along the 
southern border of Slovakia (as well as within many tightly knit village 
communities), yet there are factors that sap this minority's cultural dy-
namism, restrict the group's development, and cast dark clouds over its 
prospects. The most important of these factors is a basic one: the Hungar-
ians of Czechoslovakia live in the territory of one of the principal ethnic 
groups making up the country: the Slovaks. The Magyars of this Czech-
Slovak state are an ethnic group within the living body of another ethnic 
group, jealous of its present status and concerned about its prospects. It 
should be explained that Slovaks, after having lived for centuries under 
Hungarian rule, and decades under that of the Czechs, developed a resilient, 
even a militant form of nationalism. They had feared for their cultural sur-



vival for generations, and they continue to feel threatened by what they see 
as potential Hungarian irredentism or, possibly, an alliance of their coun-
try's non-Slovak ethnic groups (i.e., mainly the Czechs and Hungarians) 
against themselves aimed at keeping Slovaks "in their place." In Slovakia 
Hungarians (both the autochthonous types and visitors from Hungary) are 
openly resented. They are looked upon as the former "cruel" masters of 
the Slovaks, and as members of the nation whose armed forces had assisted 
the U.S.S.R. in crushing the "Prague spring" experiment in 1968 (tending 
to forget that Hungarians had little choice in this matter). Furthermore, 
Slovakia, like all of Czechoslovakia since that fateful year, has been a 
"hard-line" communist police state. In such a state the authorities—and, 
in the matter of cultural policy this means the Slovak party hierarchy—can 
utilize the unlimited powers of the state security forces to impose their will 
on any minority living under their jurisdiction. 

The Hungarian minority of the U.S.S.R. exists in a somewhat differ-
ent situation, even though its prospects for cultural survival are similarly 
dim. In the context of the politics of the Soviet Union, a huge multina-
tional empire, the Magyar minority is insignificant. Within the political 
affairs of the Western Ukraine, and in the context of Ukrainian versus So-
viet or Russian nationalism, and Ukrainian versus Ruthenian particularism, 
the Hungarians of Ruthenia assume much greater significance. Unlike the 
Magyars of Slovakia, those of Ruthenia can hardly be regarded as irre-
dentists capable of jeopardizing the territorial integrity of the U.S.S.R., or 
even the Ukrainian S.S.R. But the question of which other ethnic group in 
the region (the all-Ukrainian nationalists or some Ruthenian particularists) 
would have the Magyar's sympathy and support can hardly be ignored by 
the political and cultural elite of the Western Ukraine. For this particular 
Hungarian minority, the advent of the age of Mikhail Gorbachev seems 
to have brought immediate changes. The increased opportunities for cul-
tural self-expression that glasnost has given to many minorities has had a 
positive impact on the Hungarians of Ruthenia—as Professor S.B. Vardy 
points out in the conclusion of his paper. The new political atmosphere in 
the U.S.S.R. has also served to enhance Ukrainian as well as other partic-
ularisms, and has fueled minority aspirations everywhere. With prospects 
for Ukrainian self-determination growing, and the possibility of the prin-
ciple of the "separate roads to communism" being applied to some extent 
even within the U.S.S.R., the Magyars of Ruthenia might conceivably be 
facing the same situation as they do in Slovakia. That is, they might be 
abandoned by the central authorities to an even greater extent than they 
have been in the past and be placed at the mercy of an ethnic group more 
jealous of its influence and more concerned with its own cultural survival 
than the Russians. 

There can be no doubt that the saddest situation of all of East Central 



Europe's Hungarian minorities is that of the one in Rumania. In view 
of its size and its geographical disposition in mainly Hungarian-populated 
regions, this Hungarian minority should be the most viable, the most dy-
namic and should have the best prospects for cultural survival. However, 
given the political situation in Rumania, the traditions of the Rumanian 
nation, and the attitudes of Rumania's present regime, even this very large 
Hungarian minority is threatened with cultural extinction. One of the most 
important factors is the following: the Magyars of Rumania, unlike those of 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and, especially, the U.S.S.R, live in a state in 
which they constitute the only truly large ethnic minority (tens of thousands 
of ethnic Germans, and thousands of Jews having emigrated from Rumania 
in recent decades to West Germany and Israel respectively). As a result 
of this, they have no possible political allies in their struggle for minority 
rights. At the same time, they are considered by many Rumanians—and 
obviously by the country's regime—as constituting the main internal threat 
to the country's security. 

Indeed, Rumania seems to be the classic example of a state with a most 
insecure elite, as such insecurity is defined by ethnic and military affairs 
specialist Dr. Cynthia H. Enloe. She describes this situation in her book 
Ethnic Soldiers: State Security in Divided Societies: 

When state elites feel most insecure and when that sense of insecurity 
(i.e. the feeling that state institutions are ineffective, . . . ) stems in 
significant measure from perception of ethnically based dissidence or 
withdrawal, then the penetration of the state into all ethnic communi-
ties is the greatest.8 

The distrust of Hungarians by Rumanians is coupled with a legacy of 
hatred that Rumanians have felt toward Hungarians—their former masters 
and social betters in Transylvania—for several centuries. It was this hatred 
that evidently made it easier for Rumania's leaders to invade Hungary 
four times in living memory (in 1916, 1918, 1919, and 1944), and it is 
this deep-rooted resentment by Rumanians of anything Hungarian that no 
doubt enables Rumania's present regime to maintain a singularly repressive 
minority policy in the country. As at least two of the studies in this volume 
point out, this resentment against Hungarians by Rumanians is deliberately 
and systematically fostered by the country's current regime. 

In recent years, of all the Hungarian minorities in East Central Europe, 
the one in Yugoslavia enjoyed the best situation and had the best (rela-
tively speaking) prospects for cultural survival. This fact is due mainly to 
Yugoslavia's particular ethnic and constitutional make-up. The country is 
a federal state made up of several ethnic groups. In recent decades, its 
politics have been based more on a political stalemate among the various 
republics representing the principal ethnic groups than the domination of 



one group (historically the Serbian) over the others. The vast majority 
of the Magyars in Yugoslavia are within the Serbian republic. But even 
within this constituent part of Yugoslavia there are other minorities, the 
most notable of these being the Albanians. 

This complex situation has tended to benefit the Hungarians, at least 
in the recent past. It provides for the formation of alignments among 
ethnic groups. It threatens any ethnic group aspiring to hegemony with 
the prospect of a hostile alliance of other ethnic groups. This is certainly 
true in the all-Yugoslav context, but might also apply, to some extent at 
least, in the context of the politics of Serbia. Furthermore, in Yugoslavia— 
unlike in Czechoslovakia and, especially, Rumania—no ethnic group or 
political elite needs to fear Hungarian irredentism, or consider Hungarians 
a threat to the extent of their political influence. Yugoslavia has enough 
irredentist problems in places other than the Hungarian border to have to 
worry about a possible threat that the Magyars could pose. Thus, no major 
ethnic group or political faction in the country needs to feel the necessity 
for the accelerated assimilation of the Hungarians. Further, some ethnic 
groups might decidedly oppose the idea of assimilating the Magyars into 
the already large and influential Serb nation. These factors tend to outweigh 
those that might threaten the position of the Magyar minority (such as a 
tradition of hostility between Magyar and Serb). 

As part of the conclusion to this introductory essay, it might be worth 
returning to Professor William McNeill 's observations about polyethnicity 
in world history and test it against the realities of the East Central European 
situation. From time immemorial, East Central Europe has been a meeting 
place of peoples. In recent centuries, Slavs, Germans, Rumanians, and 
Hungarians had co-existed there—along with some smaller groups—though 
not always in harmony. They had formed a bewildering array of settlements 
or "ethnic islands." This situation continued in East Central Europe, in 
particular in the Hungarian half of the Habsburg Empire, even during the 
nineteenth century, at a time when the concept of the homogeneous nation 
state had gained greater and greater acceptance in Western Europe. This 
"barbarous ideal"—to use the words of McNeill—did gain adherents in 
nineteenth century East Central Europe (including Hungary), but it was not 
really inflicted upon East Central Europe with particular vehemence until 
the end of World War I, precisely at the time when, according to McNeill, 
the tide began to turn and the world began its return to the "polyethnic 
norm." In particular, the idea of unitary nation states was applied to East 
Central Europe by the peacemakers. They saw polyethnic Hungary as an 



anachronism and divided much of her among her neighbours. They meant 
(or pretended) to create mainly homogeneous nation states, and ended up 
establishing multi-ethnic ones. In this process they managed to create 
present-day Europe's largest minorities. 

As a result of the work of the peacemakers, but contrary to their pro-
fessed intentions, polyethnicity increased in East Central Europe. As al-
ready emphasized, this was the result of external intervention and not the 
consequence of natural processes that McNeill sees at work in the world 
since 1920. Furthermore, the events of 1918-20 failed to set a trend in East 
Central Europe as far as the growth of polyethnicity is concerned. In the 
seventy years since then, however, the region has become less rather than 
more polyethnic. Much of this reduction in polyethnicity has resulted from 
the expulsion or near-extermination of some minorities during and after 
World War II, but in recent decades it has been enhanced by the forced 
assimilation policies of some East European regimes. 

The natural processes that McNeill sees increasing polyethnicity in the 
world, such as the unrestricted intermingling of peoples brought on in 
part by the policies of free emigration practiced by democratic countries, 
are largely absent in East Central Europe. There, ruling elites jealous of 
their position and power, tend to resist the free intermingling of peoples 
and forbid trans-boundary migration. Moreover, some of these same elites 
adhere to that "barbarous ideal" of the homogeneous nation state with 
greater zeal than their misguided nineteenth century predecessors. In fact, 
in countries such as Rumania, this idea is elevated to the highest of state 
priorities and is pursued with ruthlessness possible only in a totalitarian 
society. 

Trends in East Central Europe then, go counter to what exist elsewhere in 
the world. While advanced industrialized nations seek economic advantage, 
the backward regimes of Eastern Europe pursue discredited, "barbarous" 
ideals. Moreover, while the citizens of the former nations bask in prosper-
ity, the subjects of the latter—and especially their minority peoples—suffer 
poverty and persecution. 

In analyzing the world situation, McNeill has paid little attention to East 
Central Europe. After all, as the decades pass and as other regions of the 
world come into influence and prominence, that part of Europe has become 
less and less significant. Its economic troubles, cultural stagnation, and its 
backward political system—based on an outdated and inflexible ideology— 
relegate East Central Europe to the backwaters of world civilization, a 
region fit to be ignored. Alas, the by-product of this trend to ignore this 
part of the world is the tendency to forget the sufferings of its peoples, 
especially, the plight of its minorities. It is hoped that the publication of 
this collection of studies will help to counteract this tendency, that it will 
remind scholars and lay readers alike of the need to provide more detailed 



and more accurate information on the situation of East Central Europe's 
minorities to the public and leaders of the industrialized world. 

Most of the studies featured in this volume are based on, or are the expanded 
and revised versions of papers that were given at a memorial conference 
held at Oberlin College in Oberlin, Ohio, on November 7-9, 1985. The 
gathering was held in honour of the 110th anniversary of the birth of Oscar 
Jaszi (1875-1957), the noted turn-of-the-century Hungarian thinker and 
politician who ended his career as a professor at Oberlin College. 

Jaszi (in Hungarian Jaszi) was a highly appropriate choice for being 
honoured by a conference dealing mainly with Hungarian minorities. He 
was a Hungarian who had devoted many of his works to the examination 
of the question of ethnic relations—"polyethnicity" one might say, though 
the term does not crop up in his writings—both in his native Kingdom of 
Hungary and, after that country's dismemberment after World War I, in the 
successor states. Indeed, a few of Jaszi's works deal, much like Professor 
McNeill's Polyethnicity but in far greater detail, with the relationship of 
ethnic minorities and states in world history.9 Jaszi was not only an expert 
on ethnic and minority questions, but he was also a philosophical interna-
tionalist, a true believer in East Central European federalism—as a possible 
beginning for a world federation of nations.10 

The papers that were given at the Oscar Jaszi Memorial Conference in 
Oberlin were divided into two groups. Those that dealt with Jaszi as a 
thinker and politician will be published elsewhere, while those dealing— 
directly or indirectly—with Hungarian minorities in socialist East Central 
Europe are published in our volume. Of these papers Walker Connor's is 
the broadest in scope. It treats the approach of communist thinkers and 
statesmen to the nationality problem. This paper outlines the tenets of 
Marxist-Leninist ideology regarding ethnic relations, and examines to what 
extent these ideological considerations have determined communist practice 
in dealing with minorities, and also, to what extent communist states have 
been successful in dealing with issues of minority-majority relations. This 
paper places the rest of the studies in this volume, those dealing with 
Hungarian minorities directly, into a broader, theoretical context. 

Connor's study is followed by papers with specific themes covering or at 
least touching on the past and recent situation of the individual Hungarian 
minorities in East Central Europe. The situation of the Hungarian minority 
in Czechoslovakia is introduced by Magda Adam, a member of the Hun-
garian Academy of Sciences. Her chapter in this volume is excerpted from 
a larger study that dealt with the ethnic-awareness of the Hungarian mi-
norities in the socialist countries of East Central Europe as revealed in their 



media. According to our information, this study had been commissioned 
for Hungary's communist party, and for some time was restricted in its 
circulation. The excerpts that are printed here serve to give an overview of 
the fate of Hungarians in Slovakia and offer a taste of the problems faced 
by them and their cultural institutions.11 To round out the subject of the 
Hungarian minority of Czechoslovakia, the third paper in this volume deals 
with the problems of Magyar ethnic schools in that country in recent years. 
This paper is by Professor Karoly Nagy, and it tells the story of attempts by 
Slovakia's leaders during the 1980s to restrict access to minority schooling 
for Hungarians in Slovakia. The paper also outlines the case of Miklos 
Duray, a dissident who took upon himself to lead a movement of protest 
against these measures. 

The volume's next chapter is devoted to the fate of the Hungarian mi-
nority in the Carpatho-Ruthenian region of the U.S.S.R. This is done in a 
detailed historical study written by Professor S.B. Vardy. His work is a 
case study of the Soviet Union's efforts to be the Soviet bloc's "guiding 
light" in the realm of Marxist nationality policies. The following chapter, 
by Andrew Ludanyi, is an examination of the Yugoslav variation in the 
communist treatment of minorities. It traces the history of the Hungarian 
community of Yugoslavia and Yugoslav policies toward this group from 
the interwar period through World War II and the Tito era. This work is 
an amplification of communist nationality policy as implemented by the 
regime that pioneered the practice of taking the "separate road" to social-
ism. Ludanyi's paper is followed by studies dealing with the Hungarians of 
Rumania or with books that touch on this minority group. Louis J. Elteto, 
in particular, examines the consequences of a total breakdown in tolerance 
toward minorities. Through the examination of popular Rumanian liter-
ature and the way it pictures Hungarians, Elteto outlines the Ceausescu 
regime's practice of using minorities as scapegoats for Rumania's troubles. 
The volume ends with Thomas Szendrey's in-depth review of the recently 
published multi-volume history of Transylvania. This review outlines the 
international controversy that followed the publication of this work. 

Dramatic changes have taken place in East Central and Eastern Europe 
while this volume was being prepared. Some of the chapters were revised 
to take these events into consideration, only to be rendered outdated by still 
newer developments. With the situation in that part of the world changing 
day-by-day during the second half of 1989, it became evident that this 
volume could not be an overview of the "current" state of affairs, but only 
a guide to understanding its background. 



The changes that East Central Europe has experienced while this volume 
was in its gestation period have their roots in the decision of the Soviet 
leadership, particularly Mikhail Gorbachev, to embark on a new course of 
reforms. This new era of Soviet policy had momentous implications for the 
situation of Hungarian minorities of East Central Europe. Some of these 
were direct and some were indirect in nature. Gorbachev's new approach 
to Soviet politics has resulted in a veritable revolution in the ethnic politics 
of the U.S.S.R. The changes introduced have resulted in a dramatic trans-
formation of the situation of the Hungarian minority of Carpatho-Ruthenia. 
From being one of the most stunted and neglected Hungarian minorities 
in the Carpathian Basin for decades, this ethnic group's affairs were trans-
formed within the course of not much more than a year. Currently, this 
Hungarian minority is experiencing a cultural renaissance. How long this 
revival will last, how long-lasting its effects will be, will be determined in 
the end by the general trend of Soviet nationality policies during the 1990s. 

While the changes in the Soviet Union's approach to ethnic affairs have 
been dramatic, they fall short of a fundamental revolution. While the 
country's minorities have received the right to voice their concerns and 
aspirations freely, and the government has repeatedly urged restraint in the 
use of military force for the solution of ethnic problems, some aspects of the 
old minority policies remain. One of these is the idea that the Soviet Armed 
Forces (SAF) will continue to be recruited on the cadre and not a nationality 
principle. This means that there will not be nationality-based formations 
in the SAF, and the forces will continue to be an instrument of ethnic 
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integration and assimilation within the U.S.S.R. Furthermore, Gorbachev 
has repeatedly stressed that there is a limit to the political restructuring of 
the U.S.S.R. He has emphatically stated that the idea of the "federalization" 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has to be rejected,13 which 
means that the dissolution of the country is not part of his leadership's 
agenda. 

Another observation that should be made about the new Soviet nation-
ality policy is that while the new approach is more positive and more 
humane than the old one, it has not, and will not in the foreseeable future, 
solve the U.S.S.R.'s ethnic problems. In fact, the new approach, with its 
more relaxed attitude to the question of ethnic agitation, in the short run 
will probably be more conducive to heightened ethnic strife than the old 
approach of regimentation and repression. 

While glasnost and perestroika have their limitations in the U.S.S.R., 
no restrictions have been prescribed by the Soviet leadership on reform in 
East Central Europe. Presumably, changes there can be restricted by the 
local communist elites, and it is an open question to what extent and how 
long these can resist popular demand for reform. The first half of 1989 
has already brought change to Poland and Hungary. If and when change 



will come to the rest of East Central Europe, the position of Hungarian 
minorities will be inevitably affected. The advent of Soviet-style glasnost 
should alleviate their situation and might even allow a cultural revival in 
their midst similar to that which is taking place in Sub-Carpathia. More 
dramatic change in the political structure of the countries of East Central 
Europe might have similar effects; however, if that change should come 
about through bloodshed, and should lead to civil war and anarchy, the 
impact on Hungarian minorities—in fact, all minorities—could be nega-
tive. Under these circumstances, the immediate prospects of Hungarian 
minorities in the Carpathian Basin can only be deemed uncertain. 

Prospects for the 1990s and beyond are no different. It is impossible 
to predict what political atmosphere will prevail in this part of the world 
if and when the last of the hard-line communist regimes cease resisting 
the pressure for change. Presumably, the prospects for Hungarian ethnic 
survival in countries such as Czechoslovakia and Rumania will be a func-
tion of the extent to which democratic pluralism can be introduced there. 
Unfortunately, such pluralism is not easy to achieve, even if the present 
hard-line elites should be replaced by a new group of leaders. In the case 
of Rumania, one also wonders to what extent anti-Hungarian suspicions, 
generated by years of hate-mongering, will persist even in a post-Ceausescu 
era. 

An assessment of the Hungarian minorities' prospects for the future, 
however, need not end on a negative note. The extent of change already 
implemented in the Soviet Union bodes ill for the forces of Stalinist totali-
tarianism in East Central Europe. The proximity of a prosperous and demo-
cratic Central and Western Europe, and the obvious interest this Europe has 
in the lands adjoining it to the East, also give hope and encouragement to 
the oppressed peoples of the Carpathian Basin. While Eastern Europe will 
undoubtedly see changes in the not too distant future, it is highly unlikely 
that these changes will bring a revamping of political boundaries there. 
Thus, the re-uniting of Hungarian-populated districts of the successor states 
with Hungary does not seem to be a probability. Nevertheless, the future 
might still hold encouraging prospects for the Hungarian minorities of these 
countries. In a reformed, democratic, and pluralistic East Central Europe, 
the cultural survival, and even flowering, of nationality groups should be 
possible. In such a political environment ethnic institutions—the churches, 
schools, and the media—should be able to function freely, and meaningful 
contacts should evolve between the Hungarian minority groups of Hun-
gary 's neighbours. Furthermore, each of these minorities should be able 
to cultivate extensive cultural and social contacts with Hungarians in Hun-
gary, and their institutions, whether they be schools, churches, publishing 
houses, or the media. 

An even more hopeful prospect would be the integration of the states 



of East Central Europe into the European Community. In a democratic 
and pluralistic "common European home," should one ultimately emerge 
from the fateful events of 1989, freedoms such as described above would be 
commonplace. Moreover, in a united Europe, all the nations of East Central 
Europe will be minorities, which in fact should make minority status—as 
we think of that status in the 1980s—meaningless and irrelevant. While the 
creation of such a Europe is the optimum that the members of East Central 
Europe's Hungarian minorities can hope for, their true prospects probably 
lie somewhere between ethnic renaissance in a free and united Europe and 
continued cultural stagnation under hard-line, xenophobic communist rule. 

The holding of the Jaszi memorial conference and the publication of this 
volume would not have been possible without the help of numerous in-
stitutions and individuals. Funds and other support for the holding of 
the Conference were received from the Soros Foundation, Ohio Northern 
University, Oberlin College, Indiana University, the American Hungarian 
Educators' Association, the Hungarian Community of Friends, from Piiski 
Corvin Books of New York, as well as several individuals.14 The publi-
cation of the 1989 volume of our journal in turn was made possible by a 
"special project" grant from the Hungarian Research Institute of the Uni-
versity of Toronto, a "termination grant" from the Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research Council of Canada, and financial help from the Soros 
Foundation for the translation of one of the papers. 
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