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The speeches made recently in Parliament during the 
debate on the Address serving as answer to the 
Speech from the Throne which opened the session of 

the Rumanian legislature were replied to in the Senate by 
M. Gafencu, Foreign Minister, and in the Chamber of De
puties by M. Dragomir Silviu, the latter speaking in answer 
to a question asked in connection with the minority ques
tion. Both Ministers explained the interpretation put on the 
minority question by the Rumanian Government. Foreign 
Minister Gafencu stressed that the Calinescu, Argetoianu 
and Tatarescu Governments had all alike shown the greatest 
consideration in their treatment of the minority question. 
After declaring that to the best of his knowledge the 
minorities had formulated and were likely to formulate 
“ wishes” which the Government was investigating with the 
same goodwill as in previous cases too, M. Gafencu 
enumerated the "wishes" put forward by the minorities which 
had been settled favourably during the year. He then 
established the fact that he was perfectly entitled to declare 
that the Rumanian State had fully complied with its duties 
to ensure everyone within the frontiers of the country a just 
and peaceful adiustment. According to M. Gafencu the 
minority question cannot be solved solely by means of laws 
and administrative measures or even by loyal declarations, 
but symbiosis must develop the sense of confidence and 
sympathy needed to enable the citizens of divers tongues to 
combine to fulfil the duties devolving jointly upon them. But 
if the minorities display an attitude involving political or
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spiritual reserve —  Minister Gafencu continued — , they 
were drifting away from the solution rendered necessary by 
a peaceful symbiosis. — In the Chamber of Deputies —  in 
reply to a question asked by Deputy Petrovici as to whether 
the measures taken by Government and the concessions 
made to the minorities were not injurious to the interests 
of the citizens of Rumanian nationality? —  M. Dragomir 
Silviu, Minister for the Minorities, declared that the mino
rities living in Rumania had at all times enjoyed complete 
liberty and that the laws regulating their affairs had ensured 
them equality with all other citizens of the State.

We would ask whether the Magyar minority living in 
Rumania views the minority question in the same light as 
the Rumanian Government? The most authentic answer to 
this question offered on behalf of the Magyars will be found 
in the speeches made during the debate on the Address to 
the Throne. The speeches made by Deputy Charles Kovacs 
and Senator Elemer Gyarfas stressed the fact that the 
Magyars had never endeavoured to throw into relief their 
minority attitude; ,,we should on the contrary prefer” —  said 
the speakers —  "our situation being such as to make it 
unnecessary to struggle for the defence and the vindication 
of our minority interests, that enabling us too to devote all 
our energies to finding a solution of the problems of public 
interest affecting our people." Both speakers reminded their 
hearers that when M. Calinescu, the Prime Minister, had 
called upon them to do so, they had submitted the most 
urgent desires and complaints of the Magyars in so moderate 
a form that the late M. Calinescu himself had spoken of 
their moderation in terms of appreciation, making a decided 
promise to fulfil the wishes, some of which were actually 
fulfilled during his short term of office. Unfortunately —  the 
speakers continued —  certain ministries had taken measures 
resulting in fresh grievances of a very serious character, so 
that we were compelled to enumerate the same in a memo
randum submitted as far back as September 22nd., 1939. 
The speakers stressed that these fresh grievances were 
responsible for there not having been any improvement after 
all in the situation of the Magyar minority. Both represen
tatives of the Magyars expressed the hope that the Govem-
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ment would continue to be actuated by a spirit of understand
ing, that hope being encouraged by the fact that early in 
the year the Government had really solved one or two ques
tions of importance to the Magyars.

On our part we would note that the importance of the 
measures referred to should not be overrated. The measures 
taken by Government in the interest of the Magyar minority 
—  measures primarily affecting the Churches — should have 
been taken twenty years ago, not now; and after all very 
little has been done to redress the grievances voiced year in 
year out by the Magyar minority. In reality, notwithstanding 
the apparent goodwill of the Rumanian Government, the war 
of extermination being waged against the intellectual 
assets of the Magyar minority is still as intensive as 
ever. What makes the “peaceful symbiosis" stressed by 
Minister Gafencu so intolerable is the spirit reflected in 
the press and in the statements made publicly by Rumanian 
politicians. When Deputy I lie Popa — speaking in Parlia
ment —  urged the necessity of accelerating the process of 
filling the various branches of occupation with Rumanian 
elements, he was advocating the acceleration of the process 
of depriving the minority citizens of their very subsistence, 
their bread being in any case taken daily out of the mouths 
of those minority citizens on the pretext of “national labour 
protection."

A s against the statement made by M. Dragomir Silviu 
we must on the other hand point out that, had the minorities 
really at all times enjoyed the fullest freedom, it is not 
very probable that they would for twenty long years have 
continued merely for the sake of complaing to protest 
against the lack of equality of rights. W e must however 
remind Minister Dragomir Silviu also of the fact that —  
not to speak of the state of things existing previously —  
many of the legal enactments put into force by the new 
regime itself actually reduce the minorities living in Ru
mania to the position of “ second-rate" citizens. W e would 
refer merely to §§  1, 19, 27, 67 etc. of the new Rumanian 
Constitution dated February 21st., 1938, and to the injurious 
provisions o f the new Co-operative Societies A ct dated June 
23rd., 1938, of the new Administration A ct dated August
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14th., 1938, and of the new Electoral Act dated May 9th., 
1939. But even today the laws are enforced and applied and 
ordinances carried into effect differently in the case of 
minority and majority citizens of Rumania respectively, a 
circumstance which makes the “ second-rate” status of na
tional minorities manifest both in theory and in practice.

Under such circumstances there is every reason to call 
in question the statement emphasised during the debate on 
the Address by the Speaker of the House of Deputies, M. 
Alexander Vaida-Voivod, a former Premier, to the effect 
that the Rumanian State had done its duty by the minori
ties and that the minorities in Rumania were all living in 
perfect happiness. We must exercise due caution also in 
respect of the statement made by M. Vaida-Voivod to the 
effect that he was anxious to create brotherly harmony 
between the Rumanians and the minorities. It should not be 
forgotten that this same M. Vaida-Voivod should be the last 
person to stress the question of brotherly harmony, seeing 
that it was his campaign initiated with the catchword 
“ numerus vlachicus" that brought into being the general 
anti-minority movement, impregnated the public opinion of 
Rumania with racial and denominational hatred and resulted 
in a situation exceptionally trying to the minorities.
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