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Introduction

The Hungarian minorities spread across Central Europe have become, with the fall of communism, a very controversial issue. Under Socialist Internationalism, the problems of these minorities did not deserve the same attention as they do now. The transition has brought new national awareness in Hungary and in its neighboring countries, and Hungary has related this awareness to its long-lost minorities by expressing a desire to re-integrate them in the construction of the new, democratic nation. However, the members of these minorities have been citizens of other countries for many decades now, and these countries react suspiciously to Hungary’s attempts to reach out for them. Mainly Slovakia and Romania, have demonstrated an acute sensitivity for this issue, that whenever discussed brings back memories of an era when Hungary was a not so friendly nation. However, for Hungarians the issue is even more sensitive. Why?

Foreigners often say of Hungarians that they deal too much with their own history. They have a certain predisposition to explain and blame social problems on historical events. There is a strong notion of fate, and quite a fatalistic one, very much influenced by the impression that the two last centuries of Hungarian history are filled with tragic turning points. For most Hungarians, the greatest tragedy in Hungarian history is represented by the Trianon Treaty, which deprived Hungary from two thirds of its territory and one third of its population.

The worst event in Hungarian history was simply the peak of a negative period, which started with the loss of the World War, and continued with a civil revolution, a Communist dictatorship and a bloody counter-revolution. The nation was in shock, and there weren’t even reasons to celebrate the long-awaited regaining of independence, because its price had been too high.

The trauma is still present and many sectors of society don’t do much to overcome it. It still heavily influences politicians, the media and public opinion, and Hungarian minorities are for obvious reasons almost automatically connected to Trianon.

In this essay I will analyze the issue of Hungarian minorities from various angles. Firstly a short historical explanation will be given, were it will be explained how the minorities ended up in the areas they occupy now, and how this affected the development of the Hungarian state. The orientation of Hungarian Foreign Policy during this whole process will also be explained.

Secondly, I will give a brief description of the main characteristics of the Hungarian minorities, first in general and then focusing on the particular cases, with more emphasis given to the most “problematic” minorities. The purpose of this exercise is to make more understandable the reasons behind the different level of attention the various minorities receive from the Hungarian government and Hungarian citizens.

Finally I will conclude by making a general assessment of the present situation and the perspectives for Hungarian minorities.

History and the Shaping of Foreign Policy

Undeniably, there is a recent awareness of the complicated relationship between dispersed ethnic groups, the states in which they live (host states), and the actions of governments that might make historical or cultural claims to represent them (kin states)
. The main cause for controversy can be found in a historical fact common to Central Europe. All nation-states within it (including Hungary of course) have tried to terminate or assimilate their minorities groups instead of recognizing them and seeking their integration. The first part of this essay will try to address some of these issues taking into account many historical events that conditioned the development of the condition of Hungarian minorities in Central and Eastern Europe.

Due to the historically imposed incongruence of state and nation in Hungary, minority policy, one of the main Hungarian political objectives, has always been tentatively linked to other main national goals related to integration policies. 

With the end of the Cold War, Hungarian minorities have had great influence in redefining Hungary’s national identity, thus modifying foreign policy values and priorities. Hungary and other Central-Eastern European sates can be seen as an exception in terms of foreign policy formation, since most modern scholars generally avoid concepts of nationalism and national identity in benefit of more rational models of policy formation, such as geo-strategic position, geography, economic factors, etc. Nationalism became recently a term generally associated with xenophobia and intolerance, and is regarded as an “irrational factor” in foreign policy approaches
.

However, in newly emerging or re-emerging states, nationalism and national identity often become the main binding force holding a society together, and polities also breed on this identity, which defines its values and ranks its priorities. It is these values and priorities that can shape foreign policy
, and the case of Hungary is an outstanding example.

Rogers Brubaker argues, according to László J. Kiss
, that nationalism represents a kind of “triadic relational nexus”. This triad is formed by three interactive elements: national minorities, the newly nationalizing states in which they live, and the external national “homelands” to which they belong not legally, but by ethno-cultural affinity. The main clash in this relationship is between the “nationalizing” nationalism of the newly configured state, and the “external national homelands”, that refer to the trans-border nationalisms. The former involves claims of the “core nation” (the dominant ethno-cultural group in the state) to take compensatory measures using state power, thus correcting historical injustices in a nation that regards itself as bearing a legacy of discrimination and cultural, economic or demographic repression. The latter asserts the states’ obligation to grant support for diverse minority activities and institutions, to assert the minorities’ rights, to promote their welfare, and to protect the interests of their ethno-national kin when they are being threatened by nationalizing policies.

The first view defends that minority policies are a strictly internal matter, while the second asserts that the “homeland” states’ rights and responsibilities transcend territorial and citizenship boundaries.

The above-mentioned can be used to explain the recurrent tensions that arise between Hungary and many of its neighboring states, with special relevance to Slovakia and Romania. There is a clear conflict of interests between Hungary and these states.

Irredentism is a charge often made against Hungary, accusation commonly made to states that express an interest in “co-ethnic” or “co-national” communities located in foreign countries. Even when the kin state ensures that its interest is purely of cultural or political rights, the host state accuses the former of hiding its true intentions, based, according to the latter, on historical and legal claims for lost territory. However, there are many who argue that a stronger sense of attachment between the kin state and the ethnic group is usually a consequence of conflict between the same ethnic group and the host state. Still today, attempts by Hungary to promote “Hungarian-Hungarian relations” are seen by the host states as an attack to their national sovereignty
.

For several hundreds of years, Hungary was a nation embracing and dominating other nations. After the Trianon Peace Treaty was signed ensuing the end of World War I, Hungary lost two thirds of its territory and one third of its Hungarian population to its neighboring countries. The situation reversed, and the state became smaller than the nation.

The Hungarian Peace delegation tried to minimize the losses but failed in its attempts. They presented many arguments, such as the need for self-determination of the populations concerned, the historical traditions of Hungary as a multi-ethnic country, the advantages of economic unity and the autonomy of Hungary’s national minorities and even Hungarian cultural superiority.

The Peace delegation claimed that “if asked, the peoples dispersed among them [the Hungarian nation] would want to continue living in the same economic and state unity, only requiring autonomy”. They blamed the previous lack of autonomy entirely on the Habsburgs, and their peace note attached great importance to the enumeration of minority rights, which appeared as extremely progressive for the time, while repeatedly demanded plebiscites in the historical lands of Hungary, with the necessary guarantees and possible population exchange. These demands were ignored, under the excuse that it was “superfluous to question the public in such a way” as Mitterand put it. He also stated that “the outcome would not be significantly different from what the Powers had anticipated on the basis of their thorough examination of Central Europe’s ethnographic conditions and national aspirations” since “the people demonstrated their will in October and November 1918”, thus implying that areas with an ethnically Hungarian majority would rather belong to Czechoslovakia or Romania than to Hungary.

The Peace delegation even proposed Transylvanian independence with equal constitutional rights for all nationalities. Also this claim was ignored. The legal guarantees offered by the Great Powers in the area of protection of minorities, which Hungary contested, proved to be unsatisfactory, as subsequent historical events show. The only preoccupation of the Great Powers was that of re-arranging Central and Eastern Europe to satisfy its economic goals and to counter the Soviet-Russian menace. Hungary’s position was very weak in the negotiations, and probably nothing could’ve avoided or modified the outcome of the Peace Treaty. The country was not only on the loosing side; it also fell in complete isolation in foreign politics, in a time when it was militarily occupied by its neighbors.

To this isolation contributed the deep resentment of nations previously submitted to the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Those that were governed by Hungary had suffered the effects of Hungarian nationalism, which was characterized, in the last decades of the Empire, by a peculiar Hungarian interpretation of Social Darwinism
. This interpretation was based on a struggle for ethnicity, and the survival of Hungarians against all odds was seen as a historical proof of the competitive abilities among races. It gave Hungary a state of being chosen, but in a purely secular, natural sense. The newly forming and deeply resented nation-states took full advantage of their position in the Peace negotiations, and Hungary paid an elevated price.

Trianon represents a tragic turn in Hungarian history, while for the Czechs, Slovaks and Romanians it represented a historic opportunity of self-determination.

Since then, Hungarian-Hungarian relations became a top Foreign Policy priority, even if disturbed by an initial ban and by posterior obstructions. The interwar period was characterized by a sense of abandonment and dispossession, a perception that the curtailment of the country had been forced to its citizens from outside.

The so-called “Trianon syndrome” has ever-since been present in Hungarian thinking on foreign policy. Apart from embodying all the evils of the world, in Kiss words Trianon became more specifically associated to:

-The loss of capacity for political and economic action; 

-A sense of falling victim of the Great Powers and their politics;

-A traumatic move from a status of pseudo-Great Power to one of an insignificant small state

-A sense of isolation, and of the need to rebuild a thousand-year-old nation.

Hungarian politicians at the time also believed that after the Trianon treaty, an opportunity of developing regional projects for economic and political cooperation was lost, and instead of it the Great Powers implemented a policy of division of spoils and fragmentation. 

For the minorities left in the newly emerging nation, there was a sense of “de-Magyarization” of regional history, with numerous elements of Hungarian history being absorbed into the identification process of the forming nations, and also a perception that this new identity was being created under an exclusivist nation-state policy that ignored them.

After World War I Budapest gave priority to a revision of the Trianon Peace Treaty, finding consequent support in Hitler’s Germany, which pursued a similar policy at the time. The tensions from this era explain many of the fears felt nowadays by states hosting Hungarian minorities. During World War II Hungary regained many of the lost territories, but it was only a short-lived dream. After the war was lost, the winning side once again punished Hungary, and the sense of tragedy and injustice was once again re-awaken in national identity.

After the end of the war, with the establishment of a communist system in most of Central and Eastern Europe, the incongruence of state and nation was frozen by the establishment of a new status quo that demanded a different foreign policy, one less centered in nationalisms. Hungary became a ‘guilty nation’ even within its own borders, and the issue of minorities was for long forgotten, it became a “taboo” subject.

Only after the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 Hungary was able to set in motion a slow evolutionary process under relative autonomy, whose true humanitarian dimension became the promotion of minority rights, although always bearing in mind the limitations of practicing national-ethnic policy under Soviet bloc discipline.

In 1989 the communist authorities still in power created the National and Ethnic Minority Board, consisting of two subcommittees, one dealing with the problems of Hungarian minorities across borders, the other dealing with problems of ethnic and national minorities within Hungary. Even the domestic minority policy was given a clear foreign policy orientation, since the Board established the idea that Hungary should remain a good example and model for the neighboring countries minority policies.

With the regime transformations in the Central-Eastern European region, Hungary became even more focused on minority rights, and many of the symptoms of the Trianon syndrome, especially those regarding issues of nationality and territory, re-emerged.

In fact, the first democratically elected Antall government clearly reformulated foreign policy, committing it to take responsibility for Hungarian minorities abroad. The three issues that according to Kiss became essential in shaping Hungarian foreign policy were and still are:

-The commitment to bear responsibility for Hungarian minorities abroad

-Good relations with neighboring countries

-Euro-Atlantic integration

Disputes in internal Hungarian politics have been more often based on the order of preference among these objectives than in the goals they pursue, and it often seems impossible to conciliate the three.

The Antall government created the Office for Hungarians Abroad to deal with Hungarian minorities beyond borders, and Hungarian politicians started to include the minorities in their speeches and declarations as part of the Hungarian nation, with Foreign Minister Jeszenszky going as far as to declare that the possibility of changing frontiers by peaceful means should be considered. However, in general the true intention of Hungarian Foreign Policy never went beyond that of ensuring the survival of its minorities, granting them protection with a status that would be in accordance with international standards.

Nevertheless, in this period there was never an agreement about the level of autonomy the minorities should be granted, the issue became controversial and Hungarian ethnic organizations started to enjoy considerable power in domestic politics. The Antall government failed to conclude agreements with Slovakia and Romania, on the one hand because it never really closed the border issue, on the other because of indecisions and disagreements regarding the level of minority protection Hungary wanted to secure.

The following Horn-led socialist-liberal government strongly criticized the previous Government’s dualism, accusing it of overstressing the minority issue with counterproductive results for Hungary, namely in the field of European integration. It also accused it of jeopardizing the conclusion of the Basic Treaties with a historicizing foreign policy and ambiguous statements regarding borders. Horn declared that he was the president of 10 million Hungarians, contradicting Antall who had declared himself as the president of 15 million of them. Horn put an end to ambiguous declarations, and gave full priority to integration into Euro-Atlantic organizations, that in his view had been endangered with the direction taken by the previous government.

Horn was able to accelerate negotiations with the EU, and conducted successful talks with neighboring countries, achieving some positive results, namely the Basic Treaties, signed with Romania and Slovakia, which recognized the existing borders and territorial integrity of the countries, and secured rights for national minorities in accordance with International Law. Nevertheless, the Hungarian conservative wing criticized Horn for neglecting the needs of Hungarian minorities; even if in the case of Romania, according to polls, around 75% of ethnic Hungarians agreed that the basic treaty would equally benefit Hungarians and Romanians. It can be stated that Horn preferred to quickly solve the most outstanding issues in order to accelerate the process of Euro-Atlantic integration.

The Horn government was succeeded by a right-wing coalition, led by national-conservative Orbán, leader of the young FIDESZ party. Foreign Policy once again shifted, and dualism returned. The party program declared that Foreign Policy priorities would be to bring together the “inter-state” and “nation-related” interests. Most right-wing politicians believed it was possible to re-approach the minorities’ issue in a more Antall-modality, since the international political situation was quite different at the time.

In 1999 Hungary joined NATO, and the Kosovo crisis was a difficult and immediate test for the country, asserting both Hungary’s vulnerability in security terms and its geo-strategic and logistic value. Negotiations with the EU continued successfully. Simultaneously, Democracy was being strengthened in both Slovakia and Romania, with the appearance of pluralistic coalitions that included Hungarian parties.

In the same year a new permanent political consultative body was established, the Hungarian Standing Conference, with the aim of guaranteeing greater and permanent dialogue between Hungary and its minorities in the surrounding countries. The Conference adopted a statement were it was declared that “Hungary (…) should help create greater security, (…) promote economic development and prevent the emergence of new divisions in the region” and it also stated that the advantages of EU and NATO accession should not stop at Hungary’s borders. Thus, the final statement was notably more moderate than the stances taken by the Antall government.

The Orbán government realized the difficulties in giving the so widely discussed dual passport or citizenship considering the obligations soon arising from the Schengen agreement, and it always stated that other solutions were possible. A Status Bill was proposed, granting minority Hungarians less stringent procedures if they wish to enter, work or study in Hungary. Some opposition parties warned about the dangers of this bill, namely that of many non-Hungarians declaring themselves Hungarian in order to obtain benefits. The Status Law will be analyzed later on in this essay.

Hungary has concluded many bilateral treaties to assist its minorities. The first and easiest one was signed with the Ukraine in 1991, and was ratified by the Hungarian parliament in 1993. The treaty included a renunciation of any territorial claims against each other, and guarantees for minority rights and cultural autonomy. A similar Treaty was signed with Slovakia in 1995, but it took a year for Slovakia to ratify it. The Romanian bilateral treaty was more complicated to assemble. Discussions began in 1990, and details regarding the language of the Treaty held back its signature
. After pressure from NATO, the EU and the US, the treaty was finally signed in 1996. 

Minority organizations, apart from welcoming measures that support them, also expect Hungary to continue its efforts in Euro-Atlantic integration, a process that they sense as bringing more benefits than inconveniences.

In fact, ethnic Hungarians are easily found sharing power with the government when pro-European parties are in power, while the minority as a whole feels more threatened when anti-European parties seize power.

What seems to be obvious now is that there is going to be some kind of minority policy from Hungary’s part, but it will have to adapt to the new realities of European integration. European integration is regarded as the most realistic process to overcome Hungary’s state and nation incongruence.

General Traits of Hungarian Minorities

According to official figures, Hungarians form the largest Central-European minority
, with 2.75 million Hungarians living abroad. This number is impressive, but it represents less than half the original number, which has decreased during the last century. 

Three of the regions with the most complex ethnic structure in Europe are regions bordering Hungary. These regions (Transylvania, Voivodina and Carpatho-Ukraine) host several minorities, and these minorities represent 27%, 42% and 26% of the population respectively.

Hungarian minorities have developed a somehow different consciousness and interpretation of history compared to citizens of proper Hungary. The members of these minorities see themselves as suited for great tasks, such as representing humanity in a Hungarian (or even European) sense, or as having a “bridge role”
, one that presupposed the task of mediating between nations and cultures. Its intellectual effects were powerful, considering the stances taken by political groups formed within minorities. What they generally hold in common is the past, their cultural heritage and their language.

According to László Szarka, a typological scheme can be made representing the three different kinds of minorities in Central Europe:

-National minorities possessing an awareness of their original national community, regarding it as the crucial element in their group identity

-Ethnic minorities permanently separated from their original community or mother nation in their development, but bound to it through descent and common language

-Regional minorities formed in certain regions that define their identity through attachment to that region.

According to Szarka Hungarian minorities hold elements of the three models, the borders are not clear and the condition and identity of minorities is changing, hence some minorities appear to be in an intermediate level between typologies. For example, the Austrian and Slovenian minorities seem to be moving away from the national community to create their own identity, while the Slovak and Croatian groups are going through a process of re-approximation to the national community.

The somehow ethnically homogenous Hungarian populations in Felvidék (Southern Slovakia), Sub-Carpathia, Transylvania and Bákcsa are some of the few exceptions of survival of compact ethnic settlements in Central Europe. Their survival is mostly due to a relatively brief existence and to the proximity to the Hungarian border, which facilitates contacts with the motherland and gives more impetus to their claims for self-government and autonomy, causing tension with the majority nation.

The Hungarian minorities can be considered national minorities, because of the primacy of national identity as the shared value of the communities. Hungarian national identity is especially strong in Slovakia, Carpatho-Ukraine, Transylvania and Voivodina. 

Concerning non-intellectual groups and individuals within the minority, sometimes national identity is replaced by an identity inspired on the community’s own ethnic traditions, accompanied by a strong sense of origin. However, the regional or local identity becomes an important auxiliary element of ethnic and national group identity. This variety of local identities that are somehow unified in a greater national identity is quite common in Slovakia, Romania (Transylvania) and especially Voivodina.

Gereben argues that although these communities are not closed to all types of changes, they are mostly interested in preserving their peculiar features, considered essential, and their culture, which is what bounds them together. Therefore, identity is generally considered a very important value, something worth preserving. Still according to Gereben, one of the traits that differentiates Hungarians in Hungary from Hungarians in minorities is that the latter are struggling with uncertainties of “belonging somewhere”, something that appears as natural for the former. Minorities can’t connect self-evidently with their country, they feel history has denied them their homeland, and that communism contributed to this. Gereben argues that members of minorities have been forced to construct an “internal” homeland for themselves, based on cultural elements, feelings and human manners. Although the minorities’ consciousness of belonging together to a national culture was shaken by decades of communism, the 90s have seen a revival of this feeling, one not meant to have an ethnic meaning, but based on ethical, cultural and emotional traits.

Curiously, when compared to Hungarians in Hungary, the members of minorities make a more positive assessment of Hungarian identity, and the logic also follows beyond borders: In minority communities, when Hungarians live in great majority, in consistent blocks, the positive elements of identity are not as widely felt as in communities were Hungarians are in definite minority or isolated. According to Gereben, this indicates that minorities, when feeling threatened, activate a “protecting mechanism” that strengthens their identity. Minorities tend to reinforce their self-estimation in a self-defensive way when they feel their life is economically and politically dependent and especially difficult.

Most investigations carried out in countries hosting Hungarian minorities indicate that Hungarian identity is based mainly in three elements of identification:

-Cultural values (language, tradition, religion, history, etc.)

-Moral obligations (sense of accepting the hardships implied in the identity)

-Strong emotional feelings

The cultural and moral elements are more frequent in the responses of the better educated, while emotional elements or indifferent and negative responses are to be found in the responses of the elderly and the less qualified.

The cohesion of these communities is mainly promoted by political representations of minorities and by an intelligentsia that feels especially endangered by the political action of the host state.

Hungarian minorities are usually politically active, and demand the local self-government model in order to increase internal cohesion. Much of the intelligentsia and of the Hungarian political elite fears that the mere partial extension of minority rights, namely in the areas of language, educational or cultural rights, without a broad autonomy policy, will result in a decrease of group solidarity.

Linguistic tolerance is an essential element in the relationship between the ethnic majority and the ethnic minority. When intentions of linguistic homogenization are hidden in the majority’s political institutions, the minority feels challenged, since survival is impossible if the language of the majority is necessary for all official situations. Hungarian is the spoken language in practically all Hungarian families, but as individuals move from the private to the public sphere, the language of the majority appears as a necessity.

One of the main distinctions between minority and majority groups are the frequent bilingualism of the former and the monolingualism of the latter. With the growing number of mixed marriages, social mobility, urbanization, the communicational obstacles and occasional social prestige of the majority language, dominance of the mother tongue slowly fades away.

Marriage plays a major role in preserving or shifting national identity. Homogeneous marriages do not favor identity shift, while if one of the members of the family is from the ethnically dominant group, the identity shift of the rest of the family becomes a real possibility.

However, also other conditions guide the identity shift. If the change of national identity presupposes improvement of the social status and opening of careers of upward mobility, the identity of the minority becomes less attractive and the shift more attractive. This is very obvious in Hungary for its minorities, somehow frequent for Hungarians in Slovakia, and not at all the case of Romania.

The most important cultural element in preserving identity is language. The desire of preservation of identity is shown by the high rates of those who send their children to Hungarian schools, when they are at reach.

Csepeli, Örkény and Székelyi divide Hungarian minorities according to their openness and closeness into three categories:

- Identity preservers: Those who choose the ethnically closed alternatives, that is, they learned in exclusively Hungarian schools, live in a homogeneous family were Hungarian is the only language, etc.

- Assimilants: Those who have been attracted by the majority’s culture, by studying also in the other culture’s language, live in heterogeneous family, etc.

- Transitional: It obviously regards those who show mixed elements of openness and closeness.

After devising these categories, they conclude that integration into the majority culture brings socio-economic advantages to ethnic Hungarians. Hungarians in this position are usually more open towards multiculturalism, and benefit from cultural elements of both ethnic groups. 

Learning the majority language does not necessarily entail a loss of the mother language; multiculturalism and preservation of identity can be brought together by appropriate minority policies. But as we will see in the following section, each case is specific and demands different approaches.

Austria

In addition to a considerable number of speakers in Vienna the majority of the 15,000 Burgenland Hungarians live in four big Hungarian linguistic enclaves: Oberpullendorf (Felsöpulya), Oberwart (Felsöör), Siget in der Wart (Örisziget), and Unterwart (Alsóör).

Assimilation is more common in Austria than in any other nation holding a Hungarian minority. While the original language or dialect is preserved by older generations, the younger members of the community learn standardized Hungarian at school. Education in Hungarian is available in all stages of the educational process if requested.

Media in Hungarian is at reach for anyone wishing to read or listen to its language. The federal Austrian Radio and Television Network (ORF) Burgenland broadcasts a half hour Hungarian language radio program every Sunday, and there is one Hungarian language periodical produced by the Burgenland Hungarian Voluntary Cultural Association.

Hungarian identity is mainly associated to positive feelings, but one cannot disregard the high number of indifferent or negative responses (23% according to Gereben) to the question of “what does it mean to be Hungarian?” This type of response is characteristic, also in the other countries, of the less educated and culturally less active social layers. Other features differentiating Austrian Hungarians from members of other minorities are a low number of responses regarding being Hungarian as a natural feature or as a matter of struggle for survival, and very high sense of belonging to a broader community and to identify with cultural and historical tradition.

Replying to the question of “how Hungarians are like”, the responses are more balanced than in poorer nations, mentioning both good and bad features. The most common feature mentioned was actually a negative one: “discordant and factious”.

Croatia

It is difficult to assess the exact number of Hungarians in Croatia, especially due to wartime and post-war emigration movements. Most estimates place their numbers between 20,000 and 30,000. 

Hungarian identity is still quite strong, as some surveys indicate. According to a study carried out by Ferenc Gereben, 96% of those who declared themselves Hungarians in 1991 still consider themselves as part of the same nation. However, Hungarian families are becoming increasingly heterogeneous, with 54% of Hungarian families being composed exclusively by Hungarians. 17% of the families had parents declaring themselves Hungarian, while their children declared themselves Croatian, a phenomenon more frequent in families of intellectual workers. In fact, most of the 40% Hungarians who have Croatian spouses are either intellectuals or live in areas with predominance of Croatian population.

When asked to which nationality they declared themselves to belong to, 81% referred exclusively Hungarian nationality, 6% declared multiple identity with Hungarian predominance, 5% declared both identities to be equally strong, and only 1% felt that Hungarian identity was inferior. 7% had no national affiliation. The last two cases are more frequent in Diasporas, intellectuals dominate in the double identity arena, while expressed Hungarian identity was a trait of individuals living in settlements with Hungarian predominance.

What’s special about Hungarian identity in Croatia is the markedly low number of indifferent or negative identity answers to the question “what does it mean to you to be a Hungarian?” Another interesting result was that in this country the highest “to belong somewhere” response (after Hungary) was registered here. “Mother tongue” and “cultural tradition” were also mentioned very often as essential elements of identity.

Hungarians in Croatia have a very positive national-minority identity in the context of all Hungarian minorities, showing a stronger desire than average towards references and points of connection with the larger nation. One reason can be found in the recent experience of war, which has triggered a self-defensive attitude in the community.

The overtly positive image is widespread within the community; even the young and the intellectuals support it. The Diaspora is more self-critical, maybe in a realistic or in a self-abandoning attitude. Studies indicate that the lack of reading widely contributes to a denial of collective characteristics, typical of Diasporas.

When asked what are the main collective characteristics of Hungarians, the most common self-stereotype was “diligent, hard-working”, closely followed by “kindness”, “hospitality” and “country-loving patriotism”. Negative elements were not so often mentioned, but the most referred was “factiousness”.

Finally, when questioned about the future, Hungarians in Croatia appeared as one of the most pessimistic minorities. The future of Hungary is seen as bright, or at least uncertain, but not the future of their own community, which is seen as very grim. The most pessimistic answers were given by the elderly and by agricultural workers, while the highly qualified and the intellectuals were more optimistic. As an interesting and contradicting curiosity, members of the Diaspora are more optimistic about the future than Hungarians living in homogeneous blocks.

However, similarly to what happens in Slovenia, the majority language becomes the preferred (or unavoidable) language in official and social situations, equally penetrating into the private and family sphere, but Hungarian is referred as the main language by most members of the community. It is apparently a contradiction that in Croatia language and culture are such highly valued elements of identity, and at the same time in matters of usage and education in the mother tongue they fall behind of most Hungarian minorities. Gereben asserts that the relative absence of Hungarian language is the explanation for its high value.

Romania

The Transylvanian region is the one holding the largest Hungarian minority (a more dispersed Hungarian minority is also to be found in Moldavia), estimated in 1,700,000 members. Transylvania has been a region historically disputed by Germans, Hungarians and Romanians. During most of its history, the Hungarian ethnic group was dominant among the political and intellectual elite. Nowadays, the region hosts two main population groups, Romanians and Hungarians, who live under a difficult relationship. During the last centuries the Hungarian population has decreased, in part because of harsh repression under communist rule, were Hungarians were depicted as a dispensable element of Romanian society.

After the Great Powers handed over Transylvania to Romania, many ethnic Hungarians re-settled in Hungary proper, others became unemployed. The land reform was detrimental for Hungarian peasants, which became disowned. Many Hungarian educational institutions were closed, and higher education was only available in Romanian. The educational development of Transylvanian Hungarians was blocked.

Nowadays Transylvania is economically underdeveloped, and considerably provincial and rural according to Tomka. Among ethnic Hungarians, 30% are arable land-owners (against 13% in Hungary) and 12% claim to be urban dwellers (in contrast with 36% in Hungary) Mobility is also lower in Transylvania than in Hungary. 60% of ethnic Hungarians in Romania still live where they were born. In Hungary this number reaches only 40%.

In Tomka’s view local society in Transylvanian villages, and the families’ and neighbors’ networks of relationship are slowly disintegrating, while the role of tradition is declining. The author blames these phenomena on the educational disadvantages for ethnic Hungarians that have accumulated during decades, and that have not yet been fully tackled.

The relationship between Hungarians and Romanians is improving, but progress was halted by tension caused by parties both in Romania and Hungary.

Transylvanian identity is particular, imbued with a democratic civil humanism that supposes the existence of a common Transylvanian identity based on common values held by the three leading ethnic groups. Transylvania has an historical tradition of openness of culture and thinking, one often attracted to Western trends, and there still are many hopes that it might one day become a model of multiculturalism. Among all Hungarian communities in Central Europe, Transylvanian Hungarians are those with the strongest Hungarian national Consciousness, this being an indication that identity awareness and multiculturalism (at least openness towards it) are not in contradiction.

Romanian-Hungarians rely on religion as a means to differentiate themselves and assert their identity. Religious and national identity complement each other, especially in this case, were the minority religion considerably differs from the majority’s one. Transylvania is one of the regions in Central Europe were Hungarians are more religious, and whether they are Catholic, Reformed or Unitarian, religiosity works as an instrument of self-preservation.

Currently the (social, economic) status of the Hungarian population is higher in average than that of Romanians, and this also applies to individuals coming from heterogeneous families. Thus, preserving Hungarian identity in Romania appears as something remunerative, not at all marginalizing. However, there is a small group of individuals of Hungarian origin who declare themselves Romanian and have a rather high status within society. They have been integrated into Romanian society as Romanians, and are doing quite well
.

In Transylvania, there is a strong tendency from both Romanians and Hungarians to preserve their ethnic status. In the few cases were the pattern of homogeneity inside the family is replaced by one of heterogeneity, the probability of assimilation increases considerably. The number of persons declaring Hungarian affiliation is decreasing, but not at the same level as in Slovakia.

Regarding language, practically all Hungarian families speak exclusively Hungarian within the household (94%), but the situation changes if we analyze media consumption. 48% of the Hungarian respondents read Romanian newspapers, listen to Romanian radio and watch Romanian television programs. The rest consumes media exclusively in Hungarian language.

In official state-related situations, 75% of Hungarians use Romanian language. Only Hungarians living in majority locally can evade the use of Romanian in these situations, and the 15% of them who do not even speak Romanian well are probably living in these locals.

As it was stated in the previous part of this essay, education plays a key role in the preservation of language and thus, identity. 90% of Hungarian families send their children to schools were Hungarian is the exclusive language, and only 10% send them to schools were subjects are taught in both languages. As a consequence, their social networks are quite closed, and the vast majority of children only make friends with members of their own ethnic group.

Recalling the categories drawn by Csepeli, Örkény and Székelyi, we can conclude that the Romanian and the Hungarian ethnic groups are quite closed to each other’s culture. The rate of identity-preservers is considerably high in both ethnic groups. Romanians and Hungarians do not mix that much. According to the research, 80% of Hungarians and 83% of Romanians are identity preservers, 17% and 14% are in a transitional phase, and 3% of each are assimilants.

The low number of assimilants and the frequent clashes between the two groups can be partially explained by the insistence of the successive Romanian governments in building a nation-state (although not always Hungary has avoided confrontation instead of seeking compromise), by the implied idea that mixing with the minority brings no advantages for the majority, and also by the great cultural differences between the two ethnic groups.

When questioned about what does it mean to be Hungarian
, Transylvanians came out as being the most determined and active in their preservation of identity and the ones who connect it the less with a natural, unavoidable feature. They feel being Hungarian is a task, and see themselves in a moral position, undergoing constant trials and conflicts for survival. 44% of Transylvanians relate in this way to their identity, and not only in the Transylvanian case, but as a general trait of Hungarian minorities, this type of identification is markedly high among qualified and culturally active social networks. 

If questioned about what characterizes Hungarians, the minority in Romania will tend to define them with positive features. In the case of Romania and of other countries giving similar responses, there seems to be among the minorities a connection between a feeling of being pressured by the majority and the strengthening of the awareness of their values, as if they couldn’t “afford” a more critical self-image. The positive features most mentioned are “diligent, loves to work, hard-working” and “honorable, firm, man of character”. The negative features, mentioned not very often, are mainly “quick-tempered, turbulent” and “arrogant, conceited, selfish”.

Slovakia

Slovakia is home to the second largest Hungarian minority, constituted by approximately 600,000 ethnic Hungarians. Most of them live in the regions bordering Hungary, what used to be “Upper Hungary” a century ago.

Local identity is common in Southern Slovakia, but not as a whole. Minorities can present themselves as the Hungarian minority of Csallóköz, Palócföld, Hont, Nógrád, Ungvidék, etc.

There is no considerable difference between Hungarians and Slovaks regarding social status, thus, taking Hungarian identity does not appear as an advantage for the individual
. The higher social status is actually more frequent in ethnically mixed families, and especially in those cases were the identity shift has been directed towards Slovak identity, even if there is Hungarian origin.

Mixed marriages are more easily assimilated by the majority’s society, while homogeneity preserves the original ethnic status. In fact, the number of those declaring themselves Hungarian has been decreasing year after year.

In accordance to what happens in Romania, Hungarian is the official language in the family, however, some differences occur. An astonishing 22% of Hungarians do speak also Slovakian within the family, with more or less frequency. Hungarians in Slovakia are not linguistically segregated, many Hungarians speak Slovakian (94%), however there are more Hungarians using exclusively Hungarian in official situations than in Romania (28%), and they have an even greater preference for media consumption in their own language, but this might be more a consequence of the quality of the media available, it is possible than in Romania the consumption would be greater if the availability was also greater.

Education is used as one of the greater means of preserving Hungarian language. 85% of families send their children to schools with education exclusively in Hungarian (although also Slovak is taught as a separate subject). The other 15% sends its children to schools were the education is in both languages. Also in Slovakia most children tend to relate to members of their own ethnic community, but their circle of friends is not as closed as the one of ethnic Hungarians in Romania, since approximately one third of Hungarian children socialize with children from the majority.

It is a general trait of Hungarians in Slovakia that they tend to mix considerably with the majority culture if we take into account their size. Many assimilants are to be found among Hungarians in Slovakia, while the number of those in the transitional category is quite similar to that in Romania.

The separation between the two ethnic groups is not as a pronounced as in Romania. Slovaks and Hungarians are in general more open towards each other. Csepeli, Örkény and Székelyi research found out that only 40% of Hungarians and 75% of Slovaks are identity preservers, while 35% of the former and 18% of the latter are in the transitional group, and finally 25% of Hungarians are assimilants, with the percentage of Slovak assimilants being placed at 7%. The last number is quite impressive if compared to the closeness of Romanians towards Hungarians. Also for Slovaks assimilation brings a higher social status. Multiculturalism and the principle of mutuality seem to favor social success.

When questioned about their feelings towards Hungarian identity
, Slovak Hungarians mention a relatively high number of positive feelings, however the low number of responses connecting Hungarian identity to cultural and historical tradition, customs, or to a peculiar way of thinking is only comparable to the responses of Hungarians in Hungary.

This feature is probably connected to another trait of this community. When questioned about the features that characterize Hungarians, a high number of responses referred there were no Hungarian specific features at all. However, a high number of positive features were also named, with no specific prevalence of any positive feature.

Slovenia

There are around 10,000 ethnic Hungarians living in Slovenia (some estimates point to 20,000), representing around 0,5% of the total population. The majority of the community inhabits the northeastern part of the country, in a 50 km long strip of land along the Slovene-Hungarian border, the so-called Muravidék (Pomurje) region. A very small number of ethnic Hungarians live in other areas of Slovenia, mainly in cities (Murska Sobota, Ljubljana).

The size of the ethnic Hungarian community in Muravidék and its willingness to assimilate are similar to those of the Hungarians living in Burgenland. In the last 80 years the number of ethnic Hungarians has decreased by one half. Between censuses conducted every ten years, the number of ethnic Hungarians in Slovenia decreased by an average of 13 percent. The proportion of mixed marriages exceeds 50 percent, and 80 percent of those born from them consider themselves Slovenes.

The Muravidék region belongs to the group of relatively underdeveloped Slovenian regions, it has recently witnessed considerable emigration and unemployment. A large number of ethnic Hungarians living there are old people settled in villages and cultivating land.

Hungarian is an official language in areas declared bilingual (only Italian has the same privilege). Instruction in Hungarian is widely available in the areas of Slovenia declared to have a mixed population. It is available from kindergarten to university.

Slovenian is used predominantly in everyday life, in social and official situations, and it becomes increasingly common to hear it in family life, but Hungarian is still regarded by most members of the minority as the mother tongue at the censuses. 

Ethnic Hungarians can read a weekly publication in Hungarian, they can listen to Hungarian Radio broadcasted in Murska Sobota, and the Slovenian Public Television offers programs in Hungarian several times a week.

In December 1992, the Hungarian-Slovenian Joint Committee on Minorities was established, and so far the two governments have kept very good relations, and Slovenia’s minority policy is very similar to the Hungarian. Minority communities enjoy special opportunities in the fields of education, culture, information, and contacts with the mother country. These opportunities are also financially supported by the state directly out of the central budget. The creation of cultural associations plays a very important role in the cultivation of the mother tongue and in the organization of the community.

Hungarian identity is associated to positive feelings very frequently, but also as a natural feature. The latter, more than being based on a consciousness of descent, sees identity as a random, unavoidable feature. Other particular traits of Slovenian Hungarians are a high sense of belonging to a wider community, and a frequent identification between language and identity. The “active undertaking” responses were quite low, indicating that the community does not feel menaced.

Similarly to what happens in Austria, good and bad features are equally referred when defining what the main traits of Hungarians are. The situation of Hungarians is, just as in Austria, more favorable, thus allowing a more self-critical opinion. As good features Slovenians emphasize “friendly, jovial, charitable”, and for the bad ones they mostly mention  “militant, temperamental” and “pessimistic”.

Ukraine

The 150,000 ethnic Hungarians in the Ukraine are mainly settled in the Trans-Carpathian County. Hungarians have had minimal problems with the post-Soviet government, and most difficulties for this minority are originated by the economic hardships of the country. 75% of the Hungarian minority lives at small villages and is engaged in employments of a lower social prestige due to a lack of schooling in the mother tongue (education in Hungarian is available mostly in primary school), therefore they are threatened by unemployment more than Ukrainians or Russians.

The region can function as a corridor between Eastern and Western Europe, and there are many projects to economically revive it that interest Hungary, which sees economic cooperation as a means to assist this isolated minority. Both Hungary and the Ukraine are opened and prepared for development of educational institutes and support of NGO initiatives. The Hungarian government has for long financially supported Hungarian teachers and students.

A law on national minorities adopted in June 1992 guarantees the use of the mother tongue, education in the mother tongue, own cultural institutions and the right for national-cultural autonomy. The law mostly reinforces all the principles set out in the Hungarian-Ukrainian bilateral agreement signed in 1991.

There is considerable progress in the assertion of these rights. Many settlements were returned their historical name, the use of Hungarian national symbols is allowed, many public monuments, sculptures or memorial tablets with Hungarian references have been placed, dual language place name-plates have been set up in many places and education in Hungarian has developed.

In order to keep in touch with the mother-tongue, ethnic Hungarians can watch broadcasts of Hungarian TV, read a regional language daily publication, a political and cultural quarterly, and listen to the Trans-Carpathian radio, which broadcasts Hungarian language programs for 470 hours annually, 

Hungarian identity is preferentially associated to positive feelings; the Trans-Carpathian region hosts the minority with the most positive emotional attitude towards the motherland. Ukrainian Hungarians stand out in many aspects. Firstly, a low number of responses was registered for the negative and indifferent categories of identification, and also for those related to belonging to a community or connecting Hungarian identity with language or cultural and historical features. Apart from the positive identification, there is among them an unusual sense of pride and a high tendency to regard identity as an active undertaking.

Ukrainian Hungarians mention mainly positive features to depict Hungarians, an understandable fact considering their difficult situation. By far the more popular positive feature is “loves work, diligent”, and there are very few individuals referring negative traits (“envious” is the only relevant one).

Another standing-out factor of the Hungarian community in Sub-Carpathia is the high level of religiosity, with a rate of 83% of ethnic Hungarians regarding themselves as religious persons. If we take into account Tomka’s conclusions, we can state that there is a great need for asserting identity.

Yugoslavia

The Voivodina Hungarian minority is one of the minorities facing the biggest difficulties. Their numbers are rapidly decreasing (with the Yugoslavia wars many fled to Hungary), there are some 340,000 of them (while ten years ago their members were 400,000), and assimilation is perceived as a constant threat. However, this has also strengthened identity, and it can be said that Hungarian autonomy is not as endangered as it was some years ago.

As in Transylvania and Sub-Carpathia, Religiousness is a strengthening factor of national identity, churches in Voivodina respond to a need for identification typical of minority existence. 72% of Voivodina Hungarians declared themselves as being religious
.

When questioned whether they feel as they belong to one or more nations, 88,5% referred Hungarian nationality exclusively, 10% reported double nationality (mainly Serb-Hungarian), and 2.5% had no national identification. Similarly to Slovakia and the Ukraine, mixed marriages account for 13% of the total number of marriages involving ethnic Hungarians.

The Voivodina region stands out as the one with the highest number of negative or indifferent identity standpoints. This could be partially explained by fear of national minority problems, since the study was carried shortly after the NATO bombings and during the Milosevic era, but as said before, it is also usually related to a low level of education. A considerably high number of Voivodina Hungarians (67%) stated that declaring national identity is a drawback, at least sometimes. In other regions this percentage was between 50-60%.

Apart from the negative and indifferent identity responses, in Voivodina the most dominant feature in Hungarian identity is of a cultural nature, thus most responses emphasized language, history and traditions to describe their identity, closely followed by responses naming pride and other positive feelings as the main traits. Not to be neglected, there are also several responses relating Hungarian identity to a struggle for survival, something worth preserving despite the hardships.

According to Gereben, in the last decade, the number of less reflective or emotional identity types has decreased, while there was an increase in the more conscious type of identification (those stressing a common culture, language, past, etc.) This is, however, not an exclusively Yugoslavian phenomenon.

It is also worth mentioning the strong regional identity of Voivodina’s Hungarians. If one examines their concept of Homeland, most will reply by indicating their “birth place” or “Voivodina”. Even “Yugoslavia” is referred more often than Hungary. This means that a strong consciousness of sharing a common national culture does not entail a particular attachment to the motherland (Hungary). As a curiosity, when questioned about their historical consciousness, while members of other Hungarian minorities tend to mention Hungarian historical figures as a positive reference, in Voivodina the most popular figure was J. B. Tito
. Negative references are directed mostly towards Hitler, Stalin, Milosevic and the NATO bombings.

If asked about the main features of Hungarians, positive answers are quite common, with “diligent, hard-working” taking the lead. The prominent negative feature for Voivodina Hungarians is “envious, selfish, greedy”. Voivodina Hungarians are slightly more critical about themselves than other minorities living in similar conditions, but compared to the beginning of the 90s, the negative responses are decreasing, perhaps in a self-defensive attitude against a perceived menace. Their features, in my opinion, might have been reinforced by a tendency to see themselves in opposition to Serbs, who they define as being mainly “violent, aggressive, nationalists” and “arrogant and disdainful of other nations”.

Language is also an important feature of identity. 95% of ethnic Hungarians claimed that their native language was exclusively Hungarian, 4% referred both Hungarian and Serbo-Croatian, while only 1% declared Serbo-Croatian to be their native language. Education in Hungarian was possible, at all educational levels, for 62% of the surveyed, while 35% chose or had to attend mixed language schools. Only 2% did not study in Hungarian at all. 

These figures indicate a large role of the Hungarian language within the community, if compared to other Hungarian minorities, however opportunities to use the mother language are not increasing as in other nations bordering Hungary. The dominant scenes for use of native language are in the family and among friends, followed by the workplace and places of trade. In official situations very few claim to be able to use Hungarian. While in the private sphere usage of Hungarian is still very strong, its use in other spheres of life is fading away.

Gereben concluded that 25% of Hungarians can live their everyday life using their mother-language; the rest lives mainly in bilingualism. Bilingualism is more frequent in communities where Hungarians are in minority. 

Media is available in Hungarian, and 77% of the respondents read Hungarian weekly newspapers, and 60% does the same with daily newspapers and journals. There is a very strong culture of reading in Voivodina Hungarians, a feature that strengthens identity
.

Right after the NATO bombardments the Hungarian population in Voivodina appeared as one of the most pessimistic minorities regarding their future. However, if questioned about the future of the entire Hungarian population, their answers became quite more optimistic.

Current Strategies Toward Minorities

Hungary has a very open migration strategy for Hungarians living abroad, it seeks their return to the country and it desires the expertise gathered by Hungarians living in the West. However, the same rules don’t apply for minority Hungarians living in bordering countries, since in this case its not the Hungarians who left Hungary, but Hungary who left them.

Regarding ethnic Hungarians and their immigration, there have been two opposing views as defined by Tóth:

-Ethnic Hungarians abandoning their native land to move to another country, even if this country is Hungary, betray the nation.

-Ethnic Hungarians can be rescued from their situation by promoting their proper relocation in Hungary, following specific social and economic needs of the country, with the use of governmental funds if necessary. This would be a solution to stop the rapid assimilation of Hungarians abroad and the decline in the Hungarian population in Hungary.

This opposition basically presents us with two different views. Should Hungary promote or stop the immigration of ethnic Hungarians? Hungary has since 1989 seen the largest proportionate drop in population of any country in post-communist Europe, and minorities can constitute the large bulk of the needed immigration.

However, even if it’s clear that minorities cannot be abandoned, promoting their return can result in great instability and bad relations with important neighboring countries. Tóth argues that Hungary should not do either of the two; it should instead focus in providing Hungarian minorities with measures that assure economic prosperity and reinforcement of national identity by promoting multilateral economic and cultural relations. This would not mean that ethnic Hungarians wishing to return to Hungary should be persuaded not to do so, on the contrary, the government should assist them, but not by promoting mass immigration.

In fact not supporting ethnic Hungarians wishing to return to Hungary can be seen as a great injustice, since it is only by a historical chance that other Hungarians did not end up with Slovakian, Ukrainian, Romanian or Serbian citizenship.

The Hungarian interest for its minority can thus be understood also from a demographic point of view. When that Diaspora represents a large proportion of the “ethnic group” and the intra-state population is declining, one can expect added attention to neighbors and to the treatment of their Magyar minorities, minorities that might become politically relevant.

This said, another delicate issue that causes discomfort among neighboring countries is the Hungarian will to ensure active participation of ethnic Hungarians in the shaping of Hungary. It has frequently been discussed if it would be convenient to give Hungarian citizenship to them, while allowing them to keep their original citizenship. This would enable them to participate in Hungarian political life and to benefit from other kinds of measures provided by the Hungarian state, but the host nations argue that this would mean discriminating against the ethnic majority in the country, and some Hungarians also fear harsher discrimination towards Hungarians as a reaction.

The latest political issue regarding minorities appeared with the approval by the Hungarian parliament, with unusual consensus in Hungarian politics, of the so-called “Status Law”. The law was conceived by former Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban's center-right government, and its main proclaimed aim is to protect the cultural identity of Hungarian minorities, by various measures, such as supporting the development of Hungarian higher-education facilities and cultural and media organizations abroad, and entitling ethnic Hungarian families living outside Hungary to an $80 annual allowance in order to educate their children in Hungarian. Other non-declared objectives of this law could be to stop massive emigration from the neighboring countries to Hungary, although some politicians argue it will have the opposite effect.

Ethnic Hungarians who apply for this status will be issued an identity card. They will have to pay taxes and make national insurance contributions on any income earned in Hungary but will qualify for free health care and improved rights to study. This identity card will also allow them to work for a period up to 3 months a year within Hungary.

Although the law gained widespread support from members of Hungarian minorities, who see it as something more than a law, as something emotional (an official recognition of their “Hungarianness”), it has been criticized, more fiercely by Romania and Slovakia, and moderately by the EU, for its flaws. 

The EU firstly argued it could not apply to Hungarians living in Austria because it would violate the principle of non-discrimination among EU citizens. Hungary amended the law following the EU’s recommendation, and the Hungarian government declared then that the EU had no further objections to it. 

However, the Venice Commission, the Council of Europe's chief legal consultative body, last year issued a report where it is sated that although Hungary has a right to support its minorities, the law is not completely in accord with the EU's nondiscriminatory principles. The European Commission’s Regular Report also pointed to “contradictions”, and the EU has recommended several times that the law should be amended following intense consultations with the countries concerned, since it interferes with other countries affairs more than is normally accepted international practice.

The most complicated issues were brought up by Slovakia and Romania. Slovakia argued that the law did not fulfill the EU’s legal norms, and that it wouldn’t be valid anyway after Slovak accession to the EU. Slovakian officials also criticized the law for differentiating among their citizens on the basis of ethnic background and for violating previous agreements between the two countries. Similar accusations were made by Romania, but unlike Romania, whose objections are of an economic nature, the Slovaks are particularly bothered with the support granted by the Hungarian government to Slovak citizens who study in Hungarian language.

Thus, Slovakia demanded several further consultations before applying the law, but no agreement has yet been reached. Nowadays Slovakia declares it is not against the Hungarian minority receiving benefits, as long as this assistance is provided to them in Hungarian territory. Therefore, within Slovakia, only diplomatic missions can process applications, and no ethnic Hungarian organizations are allowed to perform similar tasks.

As stated previously, Romania’s worries regard the discriminatory nature of the economic and social rights granted to Hungarians. Romania has also declared that the exclusion of Austria from the law indicates that the law is against the “European spirit”. An agreement with Romania was reached last year with the signing of a memorandum, after Hungary decided to allow ethnic Romanians to work in Hungary for the same 3 months period valid for ethnic Hungarians. Romania has allowed ethnic Hungarian organizations to receive applications, although with some limitations. The memorandum also specified that Budapest is to make further reviews of the law, but the former has not yet been ratified by Hungary, which is afraid of jeopardizing its labor market.

In its first 6 months of existence of the Status Law, only 10% of ethnic Hungarians have applied for benefits. After initial enthusiasm, the large number of applications overwhelmed the Hungarian procession system, and long delays have disappointed many applicants.

Now the new socialist government has declared it is willing to re-amend the law. The most important agreement is to be reached with Romania, since they will only join the EU, according to optimistic predictions, in 2007.

Regarding integration into the EU, a new complicated issue arises. How to conciliate the need for mobility of ethnic Hungarians with the requirements of Schengen? Hungarian-Hungarian relations will be endangered by the new visa policies required. Hungary’s efforts are going towards having the EU recognize its neighboring countries suitability to make it into the non-visa states list, but in the case of some countries it will be impossible in the short-term (especially Ukraine and Serbia), because of fears of an overflow of people into the Schengen area.

Conclusion

Hungarians living in minority tend to define their nationality by mentioning the mother tongue, but even more by relating it to cultural and historical traditions, a peculiar mentality, and a sense of undertaking an active identity consciousness, which intends to pass special values to future generations, and that is connected with an awareness of belonging to a wider community (nation).
 Although this kind of responses can also be found within Hungary, they occur more intensively outside Hungary’s borders, while in Hungary negative, indifferent, or “natural feature” responses are given more frequently.

Similarly, Hungarians outside the Hungarian state’s border will characterize Hungarians with more positive features, especially when their situation is perceived as oppressive and difficult. Hungarians within Hungary, in Slovenia and Austria are more self-critical. Nevertheless, there is evidence of strong identity, since their self-image is quite coherent all over Central Europe.

This coherent self-image and strong identity indicates an undeniable will of the Hungarian minorities to preserve their common culture (which obviously exists and persists), and it is Hungary’s obligation, hopefully with the cooperation of its neighbors, to assist them in this task. Although the minorities in Slovenia and Austria, already well protected by law, are probably irreversibly heading towards assimilation or to the construction of a new type of identity, the larger minorities, some of them living in discriminatory and unfavorable conditions, demand this support. The difficult relations between Hungary and some of its neighbors is an obstacle to this support, however, almost ironically, it is among the minorities which sense their situation as more oppressive that identity is being more strongly preserved. 

If the neighboring nations give Hungarian minorities greater autonomy and more rights, they will probably contribute to a better multi-cultural environment, and even open the way for the assimilation of many Hungarians (which is something that only Hungary fears). Apparently, they have nothing to loose, but other fears seem to take prevalence over this arguments, and it is not easy to assess who is responsible for the resurgence of these fears.

Opinions about the relations to other nations are more favorable among Hungarians living beyond borders, and they are improved by an increase in education and by the strengthening of identity consciousness. This is proved by the fact that those who connect their identity to emotional values are usually less educated and more intolerant, while those who make a rational assessment of their identity based on cultural and historical values are more open towards the larger society. Those holding a negative or indifferent identity are also usually tolerant (in a conformist way), but they lack a strong cultural background
.

If this is true, the host can find only advantages in allowing Hungarians to strengthen their identity and improve their education (something they will rather do in their own language), and the result can only be more conciliatory for both communities within any of the countries.

What are the factors contributing to the frequent misunderstandings between Hungary and Romania, or Slovakia for instance?

Johann Gottfried Herder, a German philosopher, dedicated a few lines to the Hungarian nation, and created the “prophecy of Herder”, which stated that Hungarians were an isolated nation living between the Slavs and the Romanians, and that their language would soon disappear. This prophecy affected Hungarian national consciousness deeply, and gave it a sense of danger, an imminent fear that Hungarian language and culture could disappear under the asphyxiating pressure of neighboring countries related through a similar language and culture.

According to Nelson, who bases his opinion on several studies measuring attitudes of Hungarians towards nationals of other countries, Hungarians in Hungary perceive their neighbors with an admixture of “uncertainty, mistrust and antipathy”. These feelings appear usually intertwined with doubts or anger about treatment of Magyars inside those states. 

This particular consciousness explains the apparently exaggeratedly sensitive attitude of Hungarians towards their minorities; it is one of the reasons why Hungarians are so committed to preserving their own culture and identity.

Demagogues such as Csurka build their support from these insecurities, etching an image of conspiracies against Hungary among neighboring states. Although just a few Hungarians have been attracted by this rhetoric, the consequences of it go well beyond Hungary’s borders, by inflaming ethno-nationalists in neighboring countries and contributing to an increase of pressure on the Hungarian minorities. Other politicians, mainly conservatives, have subtly (and often not so subtly) used the nationalistic card, and the most visible result of this is usually not an improvement of the minorities’ situation, but a rise in political tensions among leaders of the countries in the region. There are only two explanations for this kind of attitudes from the Hungarian side: Demagogy or pure naivety and miscalculation of consequences.

The neighboring countries are also prone on using demagogic and nationalistic arguments against the Hungarian minority, especially in Romania and Slovakia. Conservative and nationalistic parties in these countries react in a confrontational manner to anything that is sensed as a “provocation” from the Hungarian side, and usually who pays the price is the minority. Irresponsible politicians in Romania and Slovakia (the case of the Greater Romania Party is almost hilarious) feed superstitions against Hungarians and contribute to the worsening of relationships between the minority and the majority population. Their best political allies are nationalists in Hungary, and vice-versa.

In my opinion in the last years not enough has been done for Hungarian minorities, not because a lack of will but because of incompetence. The minorities have fallen victim of the immature Central European political culture, namely in the area of politics of compromise. Hungary, being internationally recognized as an example of a politically mature nation, considering its short democratic experience, should be the first to give a reconciliatory example and contribute to the stability of the region, essential to support Hungarian minorities. Attacking neighboring nations, even when we feel criticism is more than justified, only brings short-term benefits to certain politicians but jeopardizes the long-term stability needed for minorities.

Measures to help Hungarian minorities, such as the Status Law, are very positive, but it is a major mistake to disregard the feelings they might spur in other countries, and there are clear examples that this negligence does not improve the minorities’ situation. Measures such as this one have to be taken in permanent consultation with the neighboring countries, to ensure that no negative reaction will be obtained, such as accusations of outside interference in domestic policies or discrimination, and also to ensure that minorities can take full advantage of them, with the help of their host nations.

Hungarian politicians should immediately cease any references to Trianon, because this gives unrealistic hopes to more naïve Hungarians, contributes to blaming all problems within Hungary to external factors, and pushes a very sensitive button in neighboring countries, whose insecurities regarding Hungarian irredentism are more than obvious. These references will only make the neighboring nations more “aware” of the “Hungarian menace” and, needless to say, the minorities will pay the price, as always.

If instead Hungary reinforces cooperation with its neighbors, it can contribute to the economic development of the areas with Hungarians, and as it is confirmed by the condition of Hungarians in Slovenia and Austria, economic prosperity and political stability improve the condition of minorities, although they cannot completely guarantee it. Accordingly, by promoting European Integration for all its neighbors and at all levels, Hungary can ensure that they will be constrained by supra-national institutions to comply with the minimum standards regarding minorities.

Hungary should thus follow a policy of compromise, regional cooperation and integration in international organizations, for herself and for its neighbors.
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� The Conclusions in this chapter are drawn from Ferenc Gereben’s “The National Identity of Hungarians in Hungary and in its Neighboring Countries”


� The Conclusions in this chapter are drawn from Ferenc Gereben’s “The National Identity of Hungarians in Hungary and in its Neighboring Countries”


� The data presented in this chapter is taken from Ferenc Gereben’s “National and Language Identity of Hungarians in Voivodina (Yugoslavia)”


� Miklós Tomka “Religiosity in Transylvania”


� Gereben argues that this response can be a consequence of a nostalgic attitude towards a past that is regarded more positively than the present.


� It is in Gereben’s conclusions regarding not only Yugoslavia that those with weak reading habits are more prone to distance themselves from Hungarian identity, and vice-versa.


� These are the conclusions of Ferenc Gereben’s study “The National Identity of Hungarians in Hungary and in its Neighboring Countries”


� Ferenc Gereben “The National Identity of Hungarians in Hungary and in its Neighboring Countries”





