Preface to the Series

The present volume is a component of a series that, when complefed,
will constitute a comprehensive survey of the many aspects of East
Central European society. The publication of the scries has been
facilitated by the genercous financial support of the Soros Foundation in
New York.

The books in the series' volumes deal with the peoples whose
homelands lie between the Germans to the West, the Russians to the
East and North, and the Mediterranean and Adriatic Seas to the Soutir.
They constitute a particular civilization, one that is at once an integral
part of Europe, yet substantially different from the West. The area is
characterized by rich variety in language, religion, and government.
The study of thiscomplex subject demands a multi-disciplinary approach
and, accordingly, our contributors represent several academic disci-
plines. They have been drawn from universities and other scholarly
institutions in the United States, Western Europe, as well as East
Central Europe. The author of the volume is an historian at Edtvés
Lorénd University in Budapest, Hungary, and at the present cultural
attaché at the Hungarian Embassy in Bucharest, Romania.

The Editor-in-Chief, of course, takes full responsibility for ensuring
the comprehensiveness, cohesion, internalbalance, and scholarly quality
of the series he has launched. Icheerfully accept thiy responsibility and
intend this work to be neither a justification nor a condemnation of the
policies, attitudes, and activities of any of the persons involved. At the
samie time, because the contributors represent so many different
disciplines, interpretations, and schools of thought, our policy in this, as
in past and future volumes, is to present their contributions without
modification.

BK K.
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Foreword

Hungary's defeat in the War of Independence of 1848-49 marked the
beginning of a radically new phase in Hungarian-Romanian relations,
ushering in, as it did, two extraordinarily eventful decades of political
interaction,

After 1849 it was not only Hungarian and Polish exiles who were
busy soliciting support throughout Western Europe, but also Romanian
emigrés from Wallachia and Moldavia. All of them werc motivated by
the same goal; to established independent nation-states of their own.

These were the years when Lajos Kossuth and his community of
refugees tried again and again to set the stage for another attempt at
Hungary's winning its independence by recommending their cause and
their arms to whatever European power might be at odd= with Austria.
During there same years, Romanian emigrés and the official diplomatic
representatives of Moldavia and Wallachia were busy paving the way
for an independent Romanian state, and, after de facto union® was
accomplished in 1859, worked to consolidate? for the United Danubian
Principalities by winning for it the recognition of all the greaf powers.

History has yet to reconcile the conflicting, though in many ways
anaiogous, interests that were behind all this activity. The legacy of
the revolutions of 1848, the increasing prevalence of bourgeois ways and
values in both society and the economy, and the intensification of
national sentiments among the various peoples of the region all became
new sources of conflict. The validity of the historical boundaries and of
the traditional hierarchies was constantly being called into question.
Some of the nations in this Habsburg-dominated part of eastern Europe

1 gh Cristea, "Independenta tarii gl ideea unititii nationale a poporulut
romdn in obiectivul politici externe a domnuitorului Alexandru loan Cuza,"
Revista de istorie (1979), 52; this, in fact, is the drift of the entire study: 31.57.

2 A Stan, Grupdri §i curente politice in Romnia intre unire §i independentd
(Bucuresti, 1979), 139.
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found themselves fighting to preserve the sfatus guo, but most of them
were struggling to change it. It was a volatile political situation, and
Polish, Hungarian and Romanian emigrés all did their best to exploit
it, and to join their cause to the great stirring reshaping the center of
Europe, the German and Italian unification movements.

Inthe process of these diplomatic maneuverings, exiles and “official”
politicians alike had to come to terms with how the nations saw one
another, and to work out some bagsis on which they could cooperate to
achieve both immediate and long-term goals. Self-examinations of this
kind, however, inevitably necessitated their confronting the nature of
the differences that loomed so large bhetween them. In the final
analysis, they found themselves not only having to take a close look at
the other side, but alse having to account for the historical role and
interests of their own nation and class. In other words, as each side was
forming his picture of the other, he was simultaneously defining hisown
identity. Because the sides were represented, for the most part, by
historical figures who came to acquire heroic sliiture in the cyes of
posterity, their impressions and attitudes had an impact beyond the
realm of politics. They became constitutive elements of Romanian and
Hungarian national conscicusness.

This being the case, it is highly instructive to trace how Kossuth, the
head of the Hungarian emigrés, initially sought the cooperation of the
Romanian principalities' politicians largely because geographic and
strategic considerations made this a necessary preliminary to any new
military action in Hungary, ended up framing the proposal that was the
most concrete summary of nineteenth-century Hungarian political
thought: the "Kitahya Constitution." This propesal was, in effect, and
attempt to reconcile one of the cornerstones of Hungarian liberal
reformist thinking — the necessity of preserviny historical Hungary's
territorial integrity — with the expectations of Hungary's ever more
politically aware minority nationalities by providing for social reforms
and political democratization. When these provisions were found
inadequate by those whom they were meant to placate. Kossuth — after
much soul-searching and debate with his fellow emigrés - finally
endorsed a plan for the possible federalization of historicai Hungary,
more exactly, of Transylvania and Hungary proper. His own version of
the proposal was presented as part of a blueprint for the comprehensive
reorganization of the Danube valley into a democratic federation of free
and coegual peoples: the "Plan for a Danubian Confederation”.

- xiv -

Still, logical and differentiated though it was, typologically, the plan
was no more than a strategy for social modernization calculated to
realize the Hungarian liberals' ideal of a fully enfranchised "historical”
(as opposed to ethnic) "nation”. Much as he agonized over the interpre-
tations that would be put on his proposal, aware as he of the pressure
on him both form within the country and abroad — from foreign
diplomats and his fellow emigrés alike — to come up with an acceptable
solution tho the nationality conflicts that had rent the country in 1848-
1849, Kossuth could not transcend this conceptual scheme.

Unfortunately, for a variety of complex historical reasons, it was a
vision of the future that neither suited nor appealed to quite a few of
the peoples of central and southeastern Europe. Just how far it did not,
became evident in the course of the protracted and often frustrating
negotiations between the various emigré groups, negotiations which
were guing on at a time when one of the major factors, the new and still
fragile Romanian state, was undergoing a self-definition to its own: it
was not as yet clear which of the ideological orienfations theoretically
possible — the Wallachian "bourgeois,” the Transylvanian "intellectual”
or the Moldavian "historical” nation concept — would come fo predomi-
nate. More precisely, in what proportions the three would intermix to
define Romanian national consciousness, not least of all in response to
the “challenge"” that Hungary posed.

For an understanding of this tripartite development as it defined the
historical mument, we shall be concerned with — the decade and a half
between 1849 and 1864 — it was imperative to give an overview of the
forces that shaped these three societies. For, across from the Hungari-
ans, with their clear-cut sense of national identity, there sat at the
negotiating tables Wallachian, Transylvanian and Moldavian politi-
cians, each with his own dynamic vision of the unitary Romanian
national consciousness.

What was at stake in these negotiations was whether the attempts
to overcome their differences would succeed i helping them unite in
concerted action, or whether their hopes would prove illusory and the
disuppoiniment lead to conclusions about one another prejudicial for
future relations.

The purpose of this study in to trace the history of these negotiations
with the Romanian politicians of the Trans-Carpathian principalities
from the excessive expectations that those involved attached to them in
the 1850's, to the more sober attempts of 1862-64, always keeping in
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mind that the story unfolded against the background of both sides'
changing perceptions of their own possibilitics, and that the outcome
was by no means independent of these perceptions.

Vi -

Introduction

From the Hungarian point of view, there could be no mooting the
iuportance of cooperation between the Hungarian emigrés and the
Romanians of the Principalities. Except for the Voivedina, Wallachia,
and especially Moldavia® were the only territories through which the
compact Hungarian populations of Transylvania, and of the Székelyf6ld,
Csilk, Haromszék and Udvarhelyszék counties in particular, could be
reached with relative ease if one wanted to urge them to take up arms,
or to ship to them the arms for the revolution. As contemporaries saw
it, the Principalities were the place for all commencing "operations™.

When Colonel Jézsef Makk and General Sdndor G4l had tried to
organize the resistance in 1851-52, they, too, had concentrated on the
Székelyfdld.2 General Gal's military plans were based, in no small
measure, on its being a wooded, mountainous region which could,
however, be approached quite easily through Moldavia and Wallachia.
Colonel Makk and his fellow conspiraters had chosen Bucharest, the
capital of Wallachia, as one major center of their operations. This had
enabled them to establish contact with the Romanian resistance.
General G4l considered of utmest importance to win over the
Romanians, especially the Romanians of Transylvania,3 o the
Hungarion cause. Access to Transylvania's Roemanians, however,
required at least the tacit mood will of the Romanians across the
Carpathians. Accordingly, a laler plan of GAl's (of around 1860), in
which he outlined alternate proposals for getting arms through
Melduvia to "Méaramaros” [sic] [Maramureg], called for giving the
inhabitants "satisfactory concessions".*

The Hungarian emigrés, too, were well aware of something that
every Transylvanian knew: for centuries, Székely families had looked
to the prineipalities as a source of livelihood both as itinerant workers
and as craftsmen and tradesmen.® It was common encugh to hear
Hungarian spoken6 in Bucharest and in some of the other larger
towns, especially Galati and Briila. The more affluent boyars were
likely to employ Székely maids, and some employers even learned
Hungarian.7 Many of the emigrés knew of the Csangéks, the ethnic
Hungarian group living in Moldavia, descendants of the Hungarians
settled along the Szamos [Someg] river and in the Mezfség by kings of
the Arpad and the Anjou houses. They also knew of Székelys who hud
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Moldavia in later centuries, especially afler the clash with the Habsbhurg
authorities at Madéfalva[Siculeni)in 1764, A number of the Hungarian
emigrés even thought that the Csdngdk might prove useful allies? if it
ever came to concrete action. And though the contemporary estimates
of the number of ethnic Hungarians living in the principalities were
often exaggerated,lo they did, in fact, form a relutively large group,
not even counting {he indigenous Roman Catholic Csdngék of Moldavia
— referred to by their Romanian neighbors simply as "papists.“ll
This raised hopes that when the time came, they might be mobilized
into an effective force.

From the point of view of the llungarian emigrés, therefore,
Hungarian-Romanian c¢ooperation was above all, a geographic and
strategic necessify whose recogniticn was basic to their plans for
Hungary and Transylvania. As Kossuth himself put it in 1860:
"/Karacsay/" can hardly be more cognizant than I myself of the extreme
and imperative importance of Moldavia and Wallachia to us as a
strategic zone" 12 The emigré General Gyorgy Klapka; who for years
was in charge of coordinating the various strands of Hungarian-
Remanian cooperation, was no less categorica! in 1859: "In the
immediate future I shall be dealing solely with the question of
Moldavia. It is this that I consider to be the basic and key issuc of all
our endeavors. Hungary's fate will be decided not along the Po River,
but in the Szeret [Siret] Valley."13 In fact, we might adduce no end of
gquotations to the same effect, expressing, (among others,) the very
similar Polish evaluation of the matter.

The Danubian Principalities were, at the time, increasingly a focus
of great power attention. The decline of the Ottoman FEmpire was ever
more evident, as was the growing vigor of the Russian Empire.
Moldavia and Wallachia were among the territories where Russia was
determined to exploit the Porte's weakness. Austria, France, and,
indirectly, Britain were all no less determined to prevent Russia's
predominance in the region; thus, the Principalities became one locus
of the clashing interests. Concurrently, their constitutional status —
Ottoman suzerainty — became something of an open question.14 The
Crimean War (1853-1856), waged to forestall Russian expansion in
Central Asia and in the Ba]kans,15 ended in victory of the Western
Powers, but the logic of the new balance of power required the
establishment of a strong, viable buffer state.'® It also opened the
door to French influence in the region. Louis Bonaparte Napoleon IIl's
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commitment to promoting the expemsion17 of French interests in
eastern Europe, particularly in the Danubian Principalities, was the
econuinic corollary of his political strategy. Its goal was to undermine
Austria and Russia, the two conservative pillars of the status quo
established in 1815. He wanted to frustrate the effectiveness of
Austria's capital and of Russia's armies, and to secure another
bridgehead in the region, as indeed he had worked to secure Serbia.l8
The best way to do this appeared to be the encourage the unitication of
the two principalitics. Thus, it was Napoleon III's own plans for the
area that made the issue of their unification :+ permanent feature of
Eurcpean politics in these years, and it was because of Lthese plans that
at least between 1856 and 1866, Romanian political leader could count
on France's support, wavering and self-serving though it was.

It is against this background that we must understand the union of
Moldavia and Wallachia in 1859, the Romanian struggle for
independence from Turkey, and the Romanians' French orientation!®
in their commitment to the balance of power,20 a stance much decried
by the Hungarian emigrés. A propitious political constellation in itself|
however, would never have resulted in the wunion of the two
principalities. Romanian politics at the time were not merely a series
of responses to external conditions. The union of Moldavia and
Wallachia was seen as but the first step to the union of all the
Romanian-speaking regions, and was a policy which evolved over years
of ever-growing national consciousness. It wasrooted in very real social
and economic development, which, in the last few decades, had given
rise to a generation of politicians capable of taking the nation's affairs
in hand, and of linking it to Western European developments. These
politicians played their parts on the political stage of Europe in the
spirit of their own unigque traditions and with their historical reflexes
honed to enable them to exploit the possibilities for action that the
European stage offered them. So highly equal were they to the task
that initially, they won the esteem even of the Hungarian emigrés.
Lajos Kossuth, for instunce, expressed his sincere admiration for the
Romanian politicians in having manared to elect Alexandru Joan Cuza
Prince of both Moldavia and Wallachia. "The feat they executed was as
cunning as it was patriotic,” he said, in reference to the fact that they
had taken advantage of the loophole in the Treaty of Paris of 1858,
which specified only that each principality was to hold elections for a
hospodar separately, but did not address the issue of whether the same
person could be elected by both. Continued Kossuth: "This is the spirit
that is needed for people to become a nation, or, if they have lost their
nationhood, to wrest it back."?!
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