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�
Following analysis will try to examine the character of the Romanian national movement in the 18th and early 19th century Transylvania. Our aim is to trace the development Romanian cultural and political nationalism in this period. Main focuses will be on the role ethnicity and religion played in shaping of collective identity, and on the different actors and groups of the movement. Finally, we will have to explain what made the national question becoming as important in 1848 as it did.


Constitutional order and power distribution


The Habsburg conquest of Transylvania is the starting point for our analysis. The Diploma Leopoldinum of 1691 reassured and partly reformed the constitutional order.� The next great impact on the region went out from the reforms of Joseph II. The prevailing constitutional, social, demographic and cultural factors in the principality at the end of the 18th century created a unique framework that strongly determined the development at least till 1848.


The Transylvanian constitution� had a similar structure as the Hungarian, including important diversions reflecting local particularities (especially regarding the situation of the priviled Szekel and Saxon communities). The main lines of the prevailing order were laid down by the ‘fraternal union’ of Kápolna,� after the 1437 peasant uprising of Antal Budai Nagy. This construct, that became known under the name Unio Trium Nationum from the 16th century on,� defined the Nationes (originally partes) of the – predominantly Hungarian or assimilated – county nobility, the Stühle of the Saxons and the Székek of the Szekels as the only bodies exercising political power. Laws passed required the approval of all the three estates. These nations were not ethnic or language groups, but a defensive league, ‘an instrument of co-operation against the large subjected population of commoners and serfs’�. Quite many nobles were of Romanian origin, but they usually exchanged the ‘peasant’ language and denomination for that of the ‘lord’.� Finally, there was a clear territorial division of the pricipality between the groups,� which eventually would make the admission of further ‘Nations’ highly problematic. The grand prince (formerly Voivode), that is the Habsburg ruler, exercised his influence in the Diet through his officials called regalists.� The actual power was hold by 6-7 clans, not only because of the principle ‘vota ponderantur sed non numerantur’, but also through their domination of the administration in the counties and the province (the Gubernium).�


Religious diversity


The religious diversity of the Transylvanian society is of great importance, because the main distinction between the Romanians and the rest of the population was the division into Eastern and Western Christianity. The four ‘recognised’ denominations had fully political rights and benefited from the church tax. These were the Roman Catholics, the Protestants (Lutherans), the Calvinists, and the Unitarians. The second one was prevailing among the Saxons, the latter two in Hungarian and Szekel territories. The Orthodox and the Greek Catholic (Uniate) Churches had ‘tolerated’ status.� That meant, they were practicable freely, but without influence in the official politics.


Since they had no other distinct institutions, the Orthodox Church became the most important form of organisation and identification for the Romanians. Its resources, relying basically on land revenues, were hardly sufficient to maintain its clergy, buildings and schools. They were not allowed to collect the tithe, Romanian peasants paid to the church of their landlords.� The priests were theoretically freed from labour and military obligations, but as their main income consisted of fees for baptism, marriages and funerals, they usually had to work on a noble’s land, which reduced them technically to the status of a common serf.�


Growing social tensions


Of further interest are the social tensions of the principality. The obligations of the peasants were among the worst in the Monarchy, which also caused a significant exodus of  peasants to Hungary, Moldovia and Wallachia.� Uprisings were not rare, often involving serious brutality against the nobility. The most significant of them was the rebellion of Horea, which emerged from a local conflict about licences. The court was not able to deal with it decisively, because the emperor considered the complaints of the peasants justified. Only after the nobility started to organise defence against the rebels, who had killed several officials and priests, the central government ordered the use of military against the peasants. At the end, Joesph II. retrieved the 37 persons sentenced to death, but not the three leaders.� The description of the revolt by some historians as the beginning of the Romanian ‘national awakening’, however, is inadequate. The peasants pursued social goals connected with some confessional violence against non-orthodox nobles. Hungarian and Saxon peasants participated in the rebellion, just like Romanian soldiers in its elimination.�


Due to migration processes the Romanian population rose above 50-60% at the end of the 18th century. Hungarians and Szekels made up 25-30% and Saxons 8-10% of the population. These relations remained quite unchanged till 1930.�


It would be a mistake to believe that all Romanians of Transylvania were serfs or shepherds. Peasants formed an overwhelming majority of 90%, approximately a quarter of them was free, the rest serfs and labourers. There existed a kind of smaller nobility or gentry, called boiers, and a small number of artisans. The only town where Romanians formed the largest ethnic group was Brasov.� Further important social groups were the clergy (about 2250 in 1848), the school teachers (some 300) and soldiers of the frontier regiments, some of them in higher ranks.�


The social relations varied in the three parts of the principality. In the counties, the higher and middle nobility owned most of the land. The landlords made efforts to control all profitable economic activities and tax the peasants on every possible occasion. More prosperous was the land of the Szekels, based on free peasant production. The tax paying small nobles made up more than the half of the population here.� In the Saxon territories the autochtonous population adapted a harsh treatment against the ‘immigrant’ Romanians, whose land holdings became reduced in case of overpopulation.�


Divide et impera: The Habsburg conquest


The defeat of the Ottomans at the end of the 17th century brought the formerly autonomous satellite of Constantinople under Habsburg rule.� The efforts made by Vienna to establish its power in the newly acquired province should lead to the weakening of local authorities, whereas still keeping certain structures that were thought to guarantee stability.� Romanian politicians soon realised that they can benefit from the tension between the court and the estates, submitting their petitions rather to Vienna than to the Diet. ‘Final authority in all matters rested with the forms of emperor and the central organs of government in Vienna.’� The extent of this was that the proposals of the constitution were seldom sufficiently implemented. Nevertheless, the principality gained 150 years period of peace, while the neighbouring Moldova and Wallachia suffered constantly from battles and occupations. This situation induced great numbers of Wlach peasants to migrate to Transylvania.


Habsburg absolutism was always interested in the centralisation of power. For this reason the court opposed the union between Hungary and Transylvania, to divide the most ‘renitent’ forces of the empire. Apart from strengthening the central government and administration, it also promoted the Roman Catholic Church as the uniting force on religious level. The counter-reformation in Hungary and especially in Transylvania also had the aim of breaking the influence of the protestant nobility and weakening the estates by creating a conflict between protestant and catholic elements.


The Church Union, starting 1698/1701, was one of the major projects of the counter-reformation. Its aim was the extension of the Catholic Church’s control to the Romanian inhabitants. Learning from the failure of the Protestants, who undertook similar attempts some decades earlier, the believers were not forced to change the visible forms of their religion. They just had to accept the Holy See as head of the Church and a few catholic dogmas.� In exchange the converts were proposed equality with the Roman Catholics. The metropolitan of Alba-Iulia was made the bishop of the Uniate Church, subordinated to the archbishop of Esztergom, with an appointed Jesuit “theologian” to supervise his actions. However, not all popas and priests converted and still many remained confused about the difference between the two denominations. On the other hand the emperor was not ready to fulfil all promises against the resistance of the old estates. After reaching its climax during the activity of bishop Micu-Klein, the union lost its appeal for the Romanians, for they had to realise that the political advantage was minimal. At the same time growing influence of Serbian and Russian orthodoxy made the number of orthodox believers rise five times higher than the uniates.� The crucial advantage the Union brought, was the support of the court for church schools and education of the clergy in catholic institutions.


Attempts of co-operation on cultural level between the estates and the Romanian intelligentsia, like the planned publishing of a popular newspaper in the early 19th century remained futile in the suspicious climate of the Metternich era.�


Impact of modernity


Of course, we cannot ignore general economic and social changes of the era, like the beginning industrialisation, and their impact on traditional social identities, structures and communities. The efforts to turn the monarchy into a centralised, modern state led to the weakening of traditional power structures. ‘The Romanians, though less developed than most other nationalities of the monarchy, were experiencing the same breakdown of traditional patterns of behavior and the same secularization of social life.’�


The reforms of Joseph II. meant important changes for the administration. Under his rule, Romanians were the first time permitted to hold offices. For example, Stefan Koszta became Gubernialrat and later Provincial Chancellor. The offices in the county administration were occupied by the clients of mighty noble clans, where Romanians had no real chances.�


Joseph united the Hofkanzlei of Hungary and Transylvania and also created a customs union. On his two visits to the province, he urged the estates to abolish serfdom, but this has never been carried out. Nevertheless, in further orders he tried to ease the burdens and restrict the control of the landlords over their peasants.


But in the end, Transylvania was one of the best examples for the failure of the josephinist absolutism. The emperor ignored the constitution, did not invoke the diet, tried to reshape the administration and dissolve the order of the three nations. The introduction of German as language of administration has not even been welcomed by the Saxons, but provoked the emergence of Hungarian linguistic nationalism. His revocatio ordinationum restored the ancien regime, but could not cancel the spreading of the new ideas among the politically active Romanians.�


Actors of the nationalist movement


The most important groups, we have to focus on, were the intellectuals on the ones side, consisting mainly of clergymen, smaller nobles, but also publicists and officers, and the peasantry on the other. It is necessary to examine their particular situations and motivations to understand why their interests were not always congruent. We can divide the movement in three phases. The early period is marked by the activity of Ion Inochentie Micu-Klein� in the early 18th century. The second is usually called the Romanian Enlightenment. The third is the Vormärz era, whose activists also played a major role in the revolution of 1848.


The first warrior emerged with a Greek Catholic bishop. Micu-Klein achieved the grade of a baron, and has been allowed to participate in the diet from 1732 on.� He developed the main devices of Romanian emancipation and its arguments. The Uniate Church became the institutional framework. The ideology of Daco-Romanian continuity was bound to create a national identification. The demand of public representation� drew the political course of the nationalist movement. Micu-Klein’s Romanian grammar school and priest seminary in Blaj� became the stronghold of the national intelligentsia. The Church Union allowed educating the Romanian elite in Vienna. His last political move, before falling in disfavour, was the convocation of a synod in 1744. Due to the participation of layman and orthodox priests this meeting is regarded as the first – and, till 1848 the only – national convict.


‘We do not have enough information about the attitude of the people towards Micu-Klein’s program.’� The more importance must have had the connecting of social demands with national emancipation, which evolved to the theory of an antagonism between the ‘Hungarian landlord’ and the ‘Romanian serf’.�


The outstanding persons of the ending 18th century ‘Romanian Enlightenment’ movement were Samuil Clain, Gheorghe Sincai and Petru Maior. They studied in Blaj, Vienna and Rome and all worked as editors for the Romanian press in Buda. They were inspired by the idea of Roman heritage and the unity of Romanians on both sides of the Carpathians. � But, contrary to the political activist Micu-Klein, the protagonists of the Enlightenment were rather scientists and educators. They were engaged in teaching, produced treatises on Romanian history and language, translated philosophical and technical works and wrote school textbooks.� Although they did not opposed religion, their priorities were different and they repeatedly criticised the church for its anachronistic behaviour.�


The authors of the most important document of Romanian demands, the Supplex Libellus Vallachorum, around the uniate bishop Ignatie Darabant stood also under the influence of the Trias mentioned above. The petition, send to Vienna in 1791, based its demands on the continuity theory and the great number of Romanians. It asked for the recognition of the Romanians as fourth nation, equal rights for its clergy and the official use of their language. The diet rejected the requests pointing out that there could be no privileges in the territories of the three nations based on ethnic criteria.� Some aspects considering the bad situation of the education of uniate and orthodox clergy have been debated in a committee, without any results.


The novelty, the Supplex Libellus has shown against the petitions of Micu-Klein, is that religious aspects, regarding the role of the Church Union, were replaced by historical argumentation and secular demands. It asked not for new privileges, but for the restoration of rights lost by the Hungarian conquest and the 1437 Union.� This, however allowed the estates to refuse any concessions by questioning the historical foundation of the request.


The great difference between the intelligentsia and the peasantry became clear in the reaction of the first to the Horea uprising. Although some smaller nobles of Romanian origin refused to fight the rebels, Samuil Clain must have spoken for the majority, as he condemned the revolt against the feudal order.� The enlightened elite expected the improvement for the peasants by enforcing education.� The question that remains unsolved is the extent of the influence of nationalist ideology on the peasant masses. The only way the elite could reach the public opinion was still through preaching,� for most people were illiterate. The indirect way was therefore only the education of priests, which suggests that the spreading speed of theories was extremely slow.


The national movement of the Vormärz has made an important step forward. Learning from its predecessors, it realised that emancipation is not possible within the traditional system. Influenced by German liberalism� and the ideas of the moderate reformer István Széchenyi,� the intellectuals favoured political and economic reforms, for they regarded any possible change of the status quo as advantageous for the oppressed Romanians.


Another new momentum was the growing linguistic conflict beginning in the late 1830s. The Hungarian elite regarded as the main goal that every citizen should be able to speak the official language. A good example of escalation was the 1843 revolt of teachers and students in Blaj against the domination of Hungarian. Some of the students that were dismissed wuold eventually become the nationalist leaders of 1848.�


The secularisation of the emancipation movement had reached a new peak, for hardly any of the new protagonists pursued a church career, but ‘having lost the positive religious life due to the enlightenment, the intelligentsia found a substitute god in nationalism’.� Coming from poor, sometimes clerical families, they shared a common social background and, although receiving education in various subjects, most were engaged in journalism. Although the establishing of the Gazeta Transilvaniei� in 1838 and the Organul luminarii� in 1847 opened new opportunities for forming public opinion, their importance should not be overestimated. In 1847, they had 161, resp. 197 subscribers. The number Romanians, who received higher education, may have reached not more than several hundreds.�


Therefore we still have to distinguish between the national consciousness of the elite and the ‘masses’. The Romanian peasants’ collective identity was defined by the belonging to the orthodox rite, speaking the Romanian language and being a serf. The greatest enemy has been located as the opposite of all this, namely the landlords. This is how social, religious and national struggle started to interfere.� Nevertheless, we can find some awareness of national distinctiveness, for ‘in the mind of the peasant there was no clear-cut distinction between the religious and the secular.’� Nevertheless, there is no better proof for the distance between leaders and masses than the motivation for armament of the latter in the 1848 conflict. Primary, they did not fight for the new ideas and for social reforms, but to support the legitimate emperor against the Hungarian rebels.


Despite the growing nationalist activities the climate between Hungarians and Romanians was subject to enhancement through the age of enlightenment. Clain, Sincai and Maior demonstrated respect to the Hungarian nation and history. Hungarian intellectuals have shown the same respect towards their Romanian colleagues.� There was also a growing interest in learning each other’s languages.�


Conclusion


Only when we have the entire development and all the particular conditions in mind, can we explain the motivations of the actors in the 1848 breakdown� of the traditional system and the pax habsburgica. The question, nevertheless, is not why this came 1848, but rather why it did not came earlier. How could the medieval system of the three nations survive that long?


One of the reasons might be the context of the Habsburg empire. ‘The Diploma Leopoldinum, however, did not only secure the privileges of the three nations and the four religions, but also the autonomy (önálló államiság) of Transylvania. Later, this became a cage, which separated the province from extern help against the dynasty’s despotism.’� Despite the efforts to weaken the influence of local estates on policy making, the court had no interest in destabilising the existing order of the provinces. Some moves, especially by Joseph II., might have boosted reformist and revolutionary movements, but this was never intended.


The great crash came therefore only when the entire Monarchy was shaken by revolution. Even this time, the old elite tried to preserve its influence. Through the adaptation of an extremely high census they managed to rise the franchise only by 50% (contrary to a four times rise in Hungary proper).� But the Romanians themselves also had difficulties to overcome the traditional structures. It must appear astonishing, that the manifesto, accepted by the Blaj assembly on March 15th 1848, contained as last paragraph the recognition of the Romanians as recepta natio, that means, in the framework of the old constitution, contradicting sharply the previously demanded issues in that document.�


It might be misleading to overweight the significance of the term ‘nation’ for the 1848 conflict.� As we have seen the Transylvanian usage covered a unique meaning. One of the roots of conflict between the Hungarian government and the nationalities must have been the different interpretation of the term. While Kossuth and others stressed the political idea of the nation state, the minority leaders focussed on the ethnic community, entitled to certain collective rights, especially regarding the use of its particular language.� One of the reasons of the hostility of the Transylvanian estates against the Romanian demands must have been the cultural gap between the ‘Western’ ancien regime and the ‘Eastern’ element dominated by a strong Orthodox identity.�


We do not suggest that all fighting and massacres could have been avoided, had the participants looked up a dictionary in time. Contrary, there have been serious tensions on different levels of society. Modernity helped to break up traditional power structures that served to suppress them. The most important change occurred 1848 was the final delegitimisation of the feudal order of the privileged nationes, provoked by external factors.


For we have demonstrated the great gap between Romanian elite and masses, we might hold with Zoltán I. Tóth, that ‘Romanian nationalist ideology in Transylvania emerged earlier than the Romanian nation itself.’� From Micu-Klein to Barnut, the Romanian emancipatory movement cannot be regarded as modern nationalism. Emanuel Turczynski called the 18th century nationalism of the Romanians “denominational nationalism”.� Even in 1848, the main goal was the equality of the Romanian element in the traditional system. Nevertheless, their concept of nation transcended the traditional one, including all Romanians, but remaining at the status of representation by an elite, whether noble, clerical or intellectual.�


The final question is why the tensions, generated by the traditional feudal order, could not be solved in the revolution that was bound to dissolve the old ties. One reason might be that the progressive forces themselves were part of the ancien regime, therefore even if interested in reforms, to the same times also interested in preserving their influence. Several external factors played a role, especially regarding the issue of the union with Hungary. But this, how a couple of years managed to transform religious, social and cultural struggle into modern nationalism, is a different story.


�
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