
WHY HUNGARY IS ENTITLED TO DEMAND 
THE RESTORATION OF TRANSYLVANIA

BY

ANDREW FALL

The second Great War which began in the autumn of 
1939 opened all those bleeding wounds which the 
Paris Treaties of Peace that ended the first Great War 

inflicted on the body of Europe. One of these festering sores 
was the Rumanian question. For under the Paris Treaties 
of Peace Rumania despoiled all her neighbours. From 
Russia she took Bessarabia, from Bulgaria Southern 
Dobrudja, and from Hungary Transylvania, together with a 
part of the Banate and the outlying peripheries of the Great 
Hungarian Plain. In addition she was given a slice of 
Austria —  Bukovina. Her pre-War territory of an area of 
137, 903 sq. kilometres was enlarged by the Paris Treaties 
to 295.049 sq. kilometres — that being an augmentation of 
114%, the increase being 157.146 sq. kilometres. Her pre- 
War population of 6.966.000 souls was increased by the 
addition of the 8.736.000 inhabitants registered by the 1910 
Census in the territories allotted to her, the latter including 
nearly 5.000.000 Magyars, Russians, Ruthenians, Germans, 
Bulgarians, Turks, Tatars and others of non-Rumanian 
nationality. This gigantic augmentation of population and 
territory set the dynasty and the successive Governments of 
Rumania superhuman tasks. The States concerned never 
renounced their claim to the three most valuable of the 
provinces thus acquired — Transylvania, Bessarabia and the 
Dobrudja.

During the last twenty years Rumania insisted obstina
tely on her status quo policy, proving quite incapable of 
coming to terms with any of her neighbours on the basis of 
justice and equity. And she aggravated her relations with
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her neighbours still more by meting out the most inhuman 
treatment to the national minorities subjected to her rule. 
For that very reason, during the last twenty years the rela
tions between Rumania and her neighbours have always 
been strained; and this tension has been still further inten
sified during the present Great War. The great German and 
Italian victories have already begun the re-adjustment of 
Europe; and the unerring logic of historical justice was 
asserted when the dissolution of Greater Rumania began. 
Soviet Russia was the first claimant to appear on the scene 
when the liquidation of Rumania entered the phase of 
materialisation: on June 26th, the Bucharest Soviet Minister 
presented to the Rumanian Government a Note containing 
the Soviet Russian demands in which Russia insisted that 
Rumania should immediately evacuate Bessarabia and North 
Bukovina. The Rumanian Government accepted the terms of 
the ultimatum; and in a few days the Russian troops 
occupied the territories thus demanded. But that is not the 
final solution of the Rumanian question; for Bulgaria and 
Hungary both immediately put in their claims for territorial 
restitution.

The Party most seriously concerned in the liquidation 
of Rumania is Hungary. Under the Paris Treaties of Peace 
Rumania wrested from Hungary territory of an area of
103.000 sq. kilometres with a population of 5.200.ooo souls. 
The territory severed from Hungary and given to Rumania 
alone represented 31.7% of the total area of the thousand- 
year-old Hungarian Kingdom, — an area exceeding that left 
in the possession of Hungary by the Peace Edict of Trianon. 
The territory in question was for a thousand years included 
in Hungary and complemented that country perfectly alike 
historically and geographically, economically and culturally; 
for that reason the public opinion of the whole world regards 
it as quite natural that the Hungarian people should now 
claim this territory on those grounds.

*
The historical right of the Hungarian people to the 

possession of this territory is beyond dispute. The Magyars 
came to Europe towards the close of the ninth century,
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gradually occupying the territory comprised in pre-War 
Hungary. The Magyar conquerors of Hungary at the very 
outset took possession of the whole territory of Transylva
nia — occupying first the valleys watered by the rivers. At 
the time of the conquest of Hungary by the Magyars the 
population of Transylvania consisted — apart from the 
Szeklers — of a few peoples of mixed origin possessing a 
Slav character. The Szeklers are racially related to the 
Magyars; but originally they were a Turcoman people 
belonging to the Turanian cultural community with a separate 
organisation of its own which had entered its present 
home from the East prior to the occupation of Hungary by 
the Magyars, occupying both the eastern and the western 
slopes of the Carpathians. At the time of the Magyar con
quest of Hungary they joined Prince Arpad's army, leading 
the van in the battles fought by that army. The line of the 
Carpathians held by the Szeklers marked clearly the extent 
to which the sphere of interests of the Magyar conquerors 
spread eastwards; and though there may have been at this 
period also territories in Transylvania which were still 
uninhabited, there can be no question that the whole of 
that principality was under Magyar rule. This has been 
proved also by antiquarian researches. Towards the end of 
the nineteenth and early in the present century very large 
numbers of Magyar weapons and articles of equipment 
(sabres, stirrups, arrows, etc.) dating from the period of the 
Magyar conquest of Hungary were discovered in Transylva
nian graves containing relics of burials of horsemen. There 
are also records of the eleventh and twelfth centuries show
ing the continuity of the Magyar occupation of Transylvania.

The work of populating the uninhabited parts was begun 
by King Geza II. in the middle of the twelfth century, when 
the first group of Saxons from Flanders and the districts 
flanking the southern reaches of the Rhine were settled in 
the territory lying between Szaszvaros and the “ Barcasag" 
district, another group being later settled in the environs of 
Beszterce. As is shown by the famous Charter (Andreanum) 
issued by Andrew II. in 1224, these Saxons were granted
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a far-reaching autonomy in respect beth of civil and of church 
matters.

It was in the eleventh and twelfth centuries that large 
numbers of Petchenegs were settled in various parts of the 
country; thus, inter alia, also in Transylvania, on the 
northern slopes of the Persany Mountains and sporadically 
in Szeklerland too.

From the middle of the twelfth century Transylvania 
has therefore been inhabited by three separate ..nations” . 
The territories inhabited by the Magyars were formed into 
counties, which developed side by side with the administra
tion of the other Magyar counties under the leadership of 
the royal reeve placed at their head who was given the 
name of “waywode” (voivode) and administered the terri
tory subjected to his control in his capacity as royal officer. 
The Szeklers enjoyed a far-reaching autonomy; the Szekler 
"manors" formed nationality settlements with self-govern
ment in their internal affairs. The reeve of the Szeklers 
(Comes Siculorum) was an official subordinate to the king. 
Autonomy was granted also to the Saxons who settled at 
a later period, this autonomy being exercised under the direc
tion of a separate reeve ( Comes Saxonum) who was also a 
royal official.

The peculiar structure of this machinery of government 
must be attributed to the conditions then prevailing and to 
the defensive organisation. In the regions adjacent to the 
frontiers, which were exposed to outside attacks endanger
ing the security of this part of the country, the central power 
was assured more far-reaching rights and the inhabitants a 
greater number of privileges. That was why the tribal (clan) 
organisation of the Szeklers was left untouched; in view of 
the necessity of providing for the defence of the frontiers 
the Saxons who settled in Transylvania later were also 
granted special privileges. But it would be a mistake to 
conclude from this machinery of government that either of 
these privileged nations constituted a State within the State; 
for the Hungarian Constitution acknowledged within the 
frontiers of the Hungarian State only one State —  the Hun
garian —  as sovereign. In the middle of the thirteenth cen
tury, after the Tatar inroad, the necessity of re-constructing
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the country and of defending the eastern frontiers made it 
imperative that the jurisdiction of the Transylvanian voivode 
should be extended; it was then that there developed the 
waywodeship as a legal authority which by royal mandate 
gradually became the representative of the power of the 
Crown in the whole territory of Transylvania. This was 
however exclusively a measure of government; it could 
indeed not have been anything else, seeing that Transylvania 
did not possess any separate political status as a State.

There was not a single trace of the Rumano-Wallachs 
in Transylvania prior to the Magyar occupation of Hun
gary; nor was there any trace of them in evidence in the 
territory of Hungary subsequently right down to the early 
years of the thirteenth century. Nor do we find any trace 
of them in the territories lying south and east of the 
Carpathians —  in the Wallachia and Moldavia of later 
times, —  where in the tenth century and in the first half 
of the eleventh century the Petchenegs and from the latter 
period onwards the Cumanians appeared on the scene. Ru
manians first appeared in Transylvania early in the thirteenth 
century. These Rumanians (or Wallachians) are spoken of 
as a nomadic, pastoral people which in its wanderings in the 
Balkans, on the southern and eastern slopes of the Car
pathians, fed flocks of sheep and in the summer months 
ascended the mountains of Transylvania in order to drive 
the animals emtrusted to its care to the Alpine pastures. 
Of the many thousands of documents dating from the period 
between 1210 and 1294 there are only 16 altogether that 
make mention of Rumanians (Wallachs, Olahi, Valachi, 
Blacchi) and refer to certain Rumanian settlements. The 
most important of these documents is the ordinance issued 
in 1293 by King Andrew III. giving instructions that all the 
Wallachian immigrants ( universos olachos) shall be assem
bled on one of the royal domains, —  that indicating that 
even at the end of the thirteenth century the number of 
Wallachian (Rumanian) immigrants was so small that they 
could all be accomodated on a single estate.

The Wallachians who filtered into Transylvania at first 
lived on royal domains and paid taxes to the king; King 
Ladislas IV. was the first monarch to allow the Church and
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private landowners to settle on their estates Wallachians 
without being required to pay any fees to the king, — that 
meaning that they were allowed to retain their whole income 
for their own purposes. These Wallachians were also not 
freemen, but were subject to the control of the landowners. 
Not all Wallachians remained in a condition of subordina
tion. From the fourteenth century onwards — as a reward 
for their military and other services — a number of Wallachian 
"factors" were raised to noble rank by King Louis the Great 
and King Sigismund, though John Hunyadi (the father of 
Matthias Corvinus)  was even more liberal in bestowing that 
privilege.

In the fourteenth century the population of Transylva
nia was thinned by the devastations following on the 
Cumanian and Tatar inroads; and that principality was 
flooded by a fresh wave of Wallachian settlers, whose 
immigration was due to the headway being made in the 
Balkans by the Turkish Power. The Turkish danger was 
responsible also for the three nations of Transylvania — 
the Magyars, the Szeklers and the Saxons — making a 
union (Unio trium nationum) in 1437 for the purposes of 
defence against the danger threatening from without. This 
Union was renewed in 1438, in 1459, in 1506, in 1541, in 
1567, in 1605, in 1607, in 1613, in 1630, in 1649, in 1691, 
in 1744 and in 1791, — that proving that these three na
tions formed the pivot of the public life of Transylvania.

*

The Union of the three nations proved of peculiar 
value after the disaster at Mohacs in 1526, when the Turks 
occupied a part of Hungary, and the Hungarian Kingdom was 
split into three parts. The most important role (from the 
Hungarian point of view) played at that period in the country 
thus divided into three parts was undoubtedly that played 
by the Principality of Transylvania. The independent prin
cipality of Transylvania was established under the protecto
rate of the Turkish Sultan. It was however able to freely 
administer its internal affairs. The Transylvanian Estates 
were able freely to elect their Prince, who was confirmed 
in his dignity by the Sultan. The Constitution of Transylva-
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nia was a constitution of privileged Estates. Three Estates 
— the so-called "three nations", the Magyars (nobles), 
Szeklers and Saxons —  had control of the political power. 
The Wallachians had no part in the political power; and 
that circumstance was due to the political position (status) 
of the four nations of Transylvania. The Magyars and Szek
lers — the conquerors of the country — formed the govern
ing and State-building element — the nobility; they were 
joined by the Saxons, who formed the burgher element. It 
was these three peoples that constituted the foundations of 
the political organisation of Transylvania; these three peo
ples were the three free nations each of which had a separate 
constitution of its own founded on a far-reaching autonomy 
and embracing an independent public administration and an 
independent administration of justice. In the earliest period 
under the kings and later on under their own princes these 
peoples formed a political unit — the Union of the three 
nations.

The development of the Churches shows a similar 
tendency.

Protestantism spread rapidly in Transylvania; and in 
the days of the independent princes practically the whole 
country became Protestant. The Diet of 1557 already 
declared a general liberty of conscience; and the Diet of 
1571 established the status as legally accepted denomina
tions of the Reformed, Lutheran, Roman Catholic and Uni
tarian Churches. These denominations lived side by side in 
peace and harmony, and when the whole of Europe was 
being devastated by religious wars, there were very few 
traces of religious persecution in evidence in Transylvania. 
Transylvania became the classical home of political and 
religious liberty.

In this political and religious development the Ruma
nians had no part. Being nomadic immigrants who had ent
ered the country at a later period, they remained in the 
state of serfs, they had no political organisation of their own, 
did not belong to the "Union of nations", while their Church 
was not a „recepta religio” . But the situation of the Ruma
nian peasant was the same as that of the Magyar peasant.
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People rose from their ranks too to the rank of noble if they 
deserved the privilege; and they were thus enabled to join 
the ranks of the Magyar nobility. Their status was based, 
not on distinction of nationality, but on distinction of class. 
The reason why they had no rights was not that they were 
Rumanians, but that they were serfs. It was to this political 
development that they owed their lack of political rights; 
and the non-recognition of their Church as an accepted de
nomination was the result of their lack of political rights.

The principality of Transylvania pursued a policy, not 
of oppression, but of the furtherance of liberty and of possi
bilities of advance, towards all the nations alike. This little 
country in many respects fulfilled the mission previously 
performed in political and cultural respects by the mighty 
Hungarian Empire of the Middle Ages. In the depth of their 
souls the Transylvanians never proved able to reconcile 
themselves to being under the protectorate of the Turks, the 
fetters of which they did everything in their power to remove. 
Situated between the two great antagonistic Powers (the 
German and Turkish Empires) the small principality of 
Transylvania was on the West politically under the over
lordship of the Habsburg monarch who had obtained the 
Hungarian throne and on the East paid tribute to the Su
blime Porte. Apart from these two formalities Transylvania 
preserved its own right of self-determination and defended 
the universal interests of the Hungarian nation. As contrasted 
with the oppressed and persecuted Magyars living in the 
territorities subjected to Habsburg and Turkish rule, the 
nations of Transylvania were able freely to live their own 
lives and to develop their own culture, as also to strengthen 
their own economic structure. It was Transylvania that pre
served the independence of the Hungarian people through 
a century and a half of Turkish oppression; and the history 
of the Transylvanian principality provides some of the most 
glorious pages of Hungarian history.

The princes of Transylvania per sued a Danubian and 
European policy and never for a moment allowed the unity 
of the Hungarian State to be obscured. It was as King of 
Hungary and as the successor of John Szapolyai, that the
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first Prince of Transylvania, John Sigismund, obtained the 
dignity of Prince of Transylvania. The Transylvanian prin
cipality also consisted of three parts — of the territory 
circumscribed by the rivers Maros, Tisza and Danube, of 
the trans-Tisza counties, later on known as "Partium", and 
of Transylvania proper. Of the princes and statesmen of Tran
sylvania the Bathorys, Rakoczis, Gabor Bethlen and 
Michael Teleki were nobles from the trans-Tisza region; 
this is also evidence that it was the principality of Transyl
vania that symbolised Hungarian resistance both to the 
Habsburgs and to the Turks and the grand Hun
garian co-operation of forces to secure the restoration of 
the country plit in three. The whole history of the principa
lity of Transylvania proves that it concentrated its efforts 
to achieve this higher object. It waged war with Turkey or 
against the oppressive policy of the Habsburgs as the interest 
of the Hungarian people demanded.

The princes of Transylvania proved great also in the 
art of political organisation and in that of directing foreign 
policy. Gabor Bethlen stabilised the foundations of the Tran
sylvania principality, while by his foreign policy he won 
glory the world over both for himself and for his country. 
He made an alliance with the enemies of the House of 
Habsburg and in the Thirty Years' War achieved brilliant 
successes in three campaigns. In the second and third 
campaigns he had as his allies England, Holland, Venice, 
Denmark and Brandenburg. By the Peaces of Nikolsburg, 
Vienna and Pozsony he secured the safety of the Constitu
tion of Hungary and the liberty of conscience of the Pro
testants of Hungary living under Habsburg rule. His reli
gious policy was everywhere characterised by a spirit of 
tolerance.

Both Gabor Bethlen and the Transylvanian princes of 
later times showed considerable understanding for the 
cultural development of the Rumanians (Wallachians), 
furthering and encouraging that development in every 
respect. They strove to convert the Rumanians to the Pro
testant faith; but their endeavour failed. The last of the great 
princes of Transylvania was George Rakoczi II., who fell in
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battle. The weakness of the princes who succeeded him was 
the source of innumerable troubles; and Transylvania was 
ravaged at one time by German and at another by Turkish 
armies. Another great change in the life of the Transylvanian 
principality resulted from the decline of the power of the 
Turks and the united effort of the Christian world to 
overcome the Turkish Empire. On September 2nd., 1686,
under the command of Charles of Lorraine and the Elector 
of Bavaria, Maximilian, the Christian forces recaptured the 
fortress of Buda from the Turks. Soon afterwards the whole 
of Hungary and Transylvania too was liberated from the 
yoke of Turkish dominion.

The last Prince of Transylvania was Michael Apafy 
(1663— 90); he proved to be incapable both as statesman 
and as ruler, so that his Chancellor, Michael Teleki, directed 
the public affairs of the country with practically plenipoten
tiary powers. Michael Teleki very soon realised that a de
cisive change had ensued in favour of the House of Habs- 
burg in the Central European struggle between the Habsburgs 
and the Turks which had lasted for a century and a half. 
His sense of political realities made him without hesitation 
take the side of the Habsburg dynasty. After the recovery 
of Buda he allowed the Habsburg soldiers to enter the fort
resses and castles of Transylvania on condition of the rights 
of the Estates being guaranteed.

The Habsburgs refused to hear of the existence of an 
independent Transylvanian principality; but — as the wielders 
of the political power —  they allowed the Transylvanians to 
retain their internal civil government within the framework 
of the Empire. In the Diploma Leopoldinum (1691) the House 
of Habsburg also acknowledged that Transylvania had come 
under its rule, not by right of conquest, but as a dominion 
of the Hungarian Holy Crown. The ancient Constitution of 
the Estates was left untouched —  that Constitution still 
continuing to be based upon the fundamental principle of 
the equality of rights of the three nations or Estates (the 
Magyar or noble, the Szekler and the Saxon) and of the 
four received religions or Churches (Catholic, Lutheran, 
Reformed, Unitarian). As supreme organ of civil govern-
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ment the Habsburgs established the “ Gubernium" or Regency 
Council. The head of the Regency Council was the 
Governor (Gubernator). The Governor and the Members of 
the Govrening Conucil (Regency) were appointed by the 
King on the nomination of the Diet from among the members 
of the three nations and of the four denominations respecti
vely, the respective ratios being in proportion to the 
respective strengths of the nations and denominations. 
In the field of judicature the supreme forum in Transylvania 
was the King's Bench at Marosvasarhely. The commander- 
in-chief of the troops in Transylvania figured as the 
supreme forum of military administration. The com
position of the Diet remained unchanged. The number of 
official delegates of the sovereign ( “ regalists” )  and of those 
who were ex officio Members of the Diet (high officials of 
the country) was considerably exceeded by that of the 
elected Members — representatives of the counties, ,,ma
nors” and boroughs and towns.

Transylvania passed through a far-reaching political 
transformation. There was no longer that dissipation of the 
internal forces in evidence in the days of Bocskay, Bethlen 
and the Rakoczis. The House of Habsburg placed the govern
ment primarily in the hands of the Catholic Church, which 
had so far tried in vain to give voice to its grievances against 
the predominance of the Calvinists. The Habsburg Emperors 
also attempted to convert the Rumanians of Transylvania 
to the Roman Catholic faith. This endeavour did indeed 
succeed to a certain extent, resulting in the establishment 
at the end of the seventeenth century of the Greek Catholic 
(Uniate) Church —a Transylvanian invention — and in the 
consequent contact with Rome of a section of the Rumanians 
and in their coming into immediate political touch with 
Vienna and Buda, both channels of intercourse bringing 
these elements nearer to the West. The establishment of 
the Greek Catholic Church was of decisive importance for 
the political and cultural development of the Rumanians 
of Transylvania. The Greek Catholic Bishop became Member 
of the Transylvanian Diet, where he was able to make his 
voice heard on behalf of the Rumanian Greek Catholic 
priests and of the Rumanian people. The cultural develop-
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ment of the Rumanians of Transylvania had begun already 
in the days of the Transylvanian princes; and from the first 
half of the eighteenth century that development made rapid 
strides. The Magyars in every respect encouraged and fur
thered the cultural advance of the Rumanian people.

A  change in the relations between the peoples of Tran
sylvania was brought by the nineteenth century. From the 
point of view of the Hungarian State the relation between 
the ruling classes and the serfs — that meaning in reality 
the relation between the ruling Magyar race and the non- 
Magyar nationalities —  found its solution by the liberation 
of the serfs in 1848. The Parliament of 1867 went farther 
still, acknowledging the non-Magyar nationalities and the 
Rumanian Churches and incorporating their rights in law. 
The Nationality Act proved to be a model of legislation 
relating to the solution of this question.

The Hungarian War of Independence of 1848— 49 was 
therefore an effort, not only for the vindication of the liberty 
and independence of the Magyar race, but for the cultural 
and social emancipation of the non-Magyar nationalities too. 
These nationalities achieved complete liberty and equality 
of rights; but Hungary also ensured the future integrity of 
her liberty and independence. The union of Hungary and 
Transylvania was effected already in 1865; and the Com
promise of 1867 concluded between Hungary and the Habs- 
burg dynasty laid the foundations of the free development 
of the Hungarian Kingdom.

We have offered a rough outline of the historical and 
legal development of Transylvania. This brief survey also 
suffices to demonstrate to our readers clearly the fact that 
Transylvania was for a thousand years an integral part 
of the Hungarian Kingdom and that the legal status of the 
several nations was the consequence of the historical deve
lopment and of local conditions. The organic connection 
between Transylvania and Hungary and the historical right 
of the Hungarian people to the possession of Transylvania 
cannot be made a matter of dispute, particularly in view of 
the fact, manifest even from the sketchy survey given here,
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that in the most critical days of the Hungarian Kingdom — 
as, for instance, during the century and a half of Turkish 
occupation —  Transylvania was the last line of defence of 
the universal aspirations of the Hungarian people; and it 
was the Transylvanian principality that preserved intact 
Magyar life and the liberty and independence of the Hun
garian people in the days of Turkish oppression.

There is no evidence suggesting that the Rumanian 
people has any historical claim to this territory. In parti
cular there is no historical justification for the vague and 
misty Daco-Rumanian theory which would have us believe 
that Transylvania was inhabited by Rumanians when the 
Magyars first entered the country, —  these Rumanians be
ing the descendants of the Roman soldiers and settlers of 
the Emperor Trajan who after the short-lived Roman 
occupation of the country remained in Transylvania, where 
they intermarried with the autochthonous Dacian inhabitants. 
Hiding for a thousand years in the great mountains —  we 
are told —  these Rumanians suffered all the havoc wrought 
by the migration of the peoples and survived all the migrat
ing peoples, which all disappeared from the province of 
Transylvania without leaving a single trace behind them, 
whereas the Rumanians remained and after the Magyar con
quest of Hungary, in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, 
emerged from their hiding-places as a “Daco-Romanian” 
race which had for so many centuries preserved the ancient 
tongue and traditions of the Romans and is therefore entitled 
to formulate against the Hungarians a claim to the land of 
T ransylvania.

This is the so-called “Daco-Rumanian continuity" theory 
invented in 1800 by Peter Major, a Transylvanian, which 
has ever since been uncritically endorsed by most Ruma
nian historians. It is on this vague and misty theory that 
the Rumanians base their historical claim to Transylvania. 
The historical truth, on the other hand, is however that the 
first historical records of Rumania and of the Rumanian 
people are extremely chaotic. It is nevertheless beyond 
dispute that the first settlements of the ancestors of the 
present Rumanian people were in the Balkan Peninsula, on

17



DANUBIAN REVIEW

the seaboard of Serbian Albania. From this region they 
moved inland to Balkan territories inhabited by Greeks and 
settled in Thessaly and Macedonia. It was from the Greeks 
that they received their name of "Blacchos" or "Vlacchos”
— a word meaning shepherd. The Greeks forced the unrelia
ble "Vlacchos” pastoral people to move on; and they 
withdrew to territories inhabited by Bulgars. With the help 
of the Wallachs the Bulgars rose in insurrection against 
Byzantium and in 1186 established the Bulgar-Wallach 
Empire. The Bulgar-Wallach symbiosis was short-lived; and 
the Wallachs wandered off northwards and gradually settled 
at the foot of the South-Eastern Carpathians — i. e. to the 
south of presentday Transylvania —  and later on passed 
up into the region watered by the Pruth and the Sereth. In 
these territories the Wallachs lived at first together with 
the Petchenegs and then with the Cumanians, being generally 
subject to these peoples' overlordship. The Wallachs there
fore chose as their definitive place of settlement the terri
tories lying to the south and east of the Carpathians. These 
territories were inhabited by the Petchenegs, a people ra
cially akin to the Magyars, whose overlordship was followed 
by that of the Cumanians, the founders of Cumania, the 
empire of the Cumanians. In 1227 the Cumanians of Walla- 
chia acknowledged the King of Hungary as their feudal lord; 
and King Bela IV. adopted the title of "King of Cumania". 
The first Wallach "factorships” were established within the 
territory of Cumania —  i. e. within territory subject to the 
sovereignty of the Hungarian King.

It was out of the “ factorships” established within terri
tory subject to the overlordship of the King of Hungary that
—  about 1290 —  the Wallach waywodeship of Wallachia 
(Muntenia) was formed. According to Rumanian historians, 
in 1325, in the region watered by the rivers Pruth and Sereth, 
there was in existence a Wallachian "factorship", from 
which there developed later, under most hazy circumstances, 
the waywodeship of Moldavia, which according to some 
Rumanian historians was established in 1349 and according 
to others in 1360.

The only thing that is beyond dispute is that the 
Wallach waywodeships of both Wallachia (Muntenia and
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Moldavia) were called into being — or rather their develop
ment permitted —  by the Hungarian kings as marches. Both 
Wallach waywodeships were therefore feudal dependencies 
of the Hungarian kings — with short interruptions — right 
down to the period of the Turkish advance. On the field of 
Mohacs in 1526 Hungary fell before the Turkish onset; and 
this catastrophe finally sealed the fate also of the two 
Wallach waywodeships. It was not until 1878 that the two 
Wallach waywodeships were freed from subjection to the 
Turkish Empire.

In 1861 — while still under Turkish rule —  the two 
Rumanian principalities were united, and the united Rumanian 
State was established; the Berlin Congress acknowledged its 
independence, and in 1881 it became a kingdom. These data 
therefore prove beyond a doubt that the Wallachs 
(Rumanians) established their waywodeships under the over
lordship of the Hungarian kings, that those waywodeships 
were for centuries feudal dependencies of the Hungarian 
Crown and that in consequence, far from the Rumanians 
being entitled to claim a historical right to Transylvania, it 
is Hungary that would be entitled to formulate a historical 
claim to the territory of pre-War Rumania. “ We must respect 
Hungarian history”  — was the observation made in 1924 in 
the Chamber by M. Ghibanescu, a Rumanian Deputy —  “ in 
which our people too has its share, and the Hungarian kings, 
to whom we owe our political, cultural and economic 
development” .

After the establishment of the Rumanian Kingdom, 
however, the irredentism of the Rumanians became intensified 
both in Hungary and in Rumania; in Hungary in secret, but 
in Rumania openly and undisguisedly. It is true, indeed, that 
the irredentism of the Rumanians of Hungary was never 
absolutely enthusiastic. Until the very last moment, in 
October, 1918, at Arad, and in December, at Gyulafehervar, 
they hesitated to unconditionally endorse a union with the 
Kingdom of Rumania. Yet that union was effected. A  freak 
of fortune and the arrogance of the victorious Great Powers 
tore from the body of the thousand-year-old Hungarian 
Kingdom Transylvania and without the justification of a 
historical right threw that province into the arms of the less
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highly cultured Rumanian people. However, there was no 
checking the greed of Rumania; and besides wresting Tran
sylvania from Hungary she took Bukovina from Austria, 
Bessarabia from Russia and the Dobrudja from Bulgaria. 
Bessarabia and part of Bukovina she has already been com
pelled to restore; but her claim to Transylvania must be 
liquidated too, for Hungary is entitled to claim the restoration 
of that territory, not only by virtue of a historical right, but 
also on geographical, national defence, economic and cultural 
grounds, the legitimate character of her demand — with 
which we shall deal in our next issue — being unquestionable.
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