
exclusive control for the Serbians over Orthodox questions 
36 

in �T�h�u�n�~�s� ministry. On the eve of the October Diploma, 

Franz Joseph agreed in principle to the establishment of a 

Romanian Metropolitanate. He directed the Orthodox bishops 

to regulate the matter in a general synod to be held in 

Karlowitz. The dioceses of Transylvania and Bukovina should 

convene synods to formulate their desires, and their bishops 

consult with each other. A few weeks later a diocesan synod 

in Hermannstadt repeated the request for the restoration of 
37 

the Metropolitanate. In March, 1861 Schmerling also 
38 

supported the �R�o�m�a�n�i�a�n�s�~� request. Chances for the 

Metropolitanate improved once again at the beginning of 

1862, when Nadasdy ordered his subordinate loan Pu9cariu to 

compose a detailed memorandum on the question. A Romanian 

Orthodox delegation including representatives from 

Transylvania, Banat, Hungary proper and Bukovina departed 

for Vienna, and presented a new petition to the Emperor on 
39 

behalf of the Metropolitanate on March 15, 1862. 

The actual granting of the Metropolitanate was delayed 

for more than three years because of the complex question of 

its territorial extent. Almost all the Romanian appeals 

36. Hitchins, �9�!�_�!�:�h�o�d�_�g�~�y� _?nd Nationality, 185-6. The 
petition of �~�a�g�u�n�a�,� Mocioni, and Petrino is in Ilarion 
Pu$cariu, Metropolia Romanilq!, Annex, 166-7. 

37. Thun to $aguna, September 30; a Romanian translation 
is in ibid., Annex, 167-8. Petition and address of the 
synod, October 26 (o.s.), in ibid., Annex, 168-76. 

38. Vortrag of Schmerling, March 5, 1861, in AVA. Neuer 
Kultus, Al2. Generalien. PN 6891/CU, 1863. �S�c�h�m�e�r�l�i�n�g�~�s� 

Vortrag never came before the Council of Ministers. 
39. loan Pu9cariu, Notite, 62; the address of the 

delegation, in Ilarion Pu9cariu, Metropolia, Annex, 200-5. 
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from 1850 to 1862 spoke of a Metropolitanate that included 

Transylvania, the Banat, and the Austrian province of 
40 

Bukovina. Bukovina was contiguous with areas in 

Hungary and Transylvania, Maramaros county and the districts 

of Nasaud and Bistritz, that were included in the other dio-

ceses. It had come under Habsburg rule in the late 

eighteenth century and, like the other dioceses, was 

subordinated to Karlowitz at this time. In his report for 

Nadasdy, loan Pu9cariu prepared statistics on the dioceses 

of the prospective Metropolitanate. They are very approxi-

mate, but apparently reliable: 

Table 15: Romanian Orthodox in the Empire, ca. 1862 

Diocese Province Parishes Clergy Orthodox Romanians 
Hermannstadt Trans 1076 1076 649,012 649,000 
Arad Hungary 564 577 390,226 383,132 
Versecz Hungary 381 445 293,556 245,000 
Temesvar Hungary 537 609 463,679 300,000 
Bukovina Bukovina 235 279 339,976 202,097 

--------- ---------
2793 2986 2,136,449 1,779,229 41 

The differing circumstances of the three administrative 

units where the dioceses were situated in 1861-5-- two of 

them part of the Hungarian crown, and one subordinated to 

Schmerling's own ministry-- greatly complicated the decision 

40. The petition of August, 1860 requested a Metropol­
itanate of the Romanian Orthodox of Transylvania and Hungary. 
Bukovina formed a part of Moldavia until 1775 and Austrian 
Galicia between 1787 and 1849, and today it is divided 
between Romania and the Soviet Union. 

41. "Promemoria fiber die griechisch nicht unierte 
Hyerarchie der Romanen Osterreichs;" Vienna, January 20, 
1862, signed by Pu9cariu. MOL D228. 1862/75. His census 
figures are from different years, and he uses inconsistent 
categories for parishes and clergy. Apparently no other 
historian has consulted the memorandum, which is 57 manu­
script pages in length. 
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on the Romanians' petition. The demand for the Orthodox 

Metropolitanate, like that for a Greek Catholic Metropoli-

tanate, had grown out of the Romanian nationalists' demand 

in 1848-9 for a political entity comprising all Romanians 

under Habsburg rule. Unlike in the case of the Greek 

Catholics, Orthodox Romanians also lived in a province that 

was not part of the Hungarian crown. The abandonment of the 

old constitutions in the 1850s momentarily favored such a 

transcendence of earlier frontiers. The project doubtless 

attracted Schmerling for the same reason, as another means 

of subverting the prerogatives of Vay and Kemeny over the 

Hungarian lands. In his own argument in favor of the Metro-

politanate in its largest form, roan Pu9cariu argued that 

since the Romanians were a loyal people their administrative 

union in this form would be in the highest interest of the 
42 

empire. 

The Austrian centralists apparently supported the 

Romanian quest to secure the Metropolitanate in its largest 

extent. However, the opposition of the bishops concerned 

prevented this. Patriarch Rajacic called off the preparatory 

synod specified by Vienna after Saguna announced his refusal 

to attend it; neither $aguna nor Bishop Hacman of Bukovina 

would accept the other as Metropolitan of the Orthodox 

Romanians. According to $aguna, Hacman was encouraged by 

circles in Vienna to claim the Metropolitanate for himself, 

while Nadasdy cited the attitude of Hacman as the chief 

42. Ibid. 

518 



obstacle to the larger Metropolitanate. After Hacman informed 

Schmerling in June, 1861 and April, 1862 that he was opposed 

to the inclusion of his diocese in the proposed Metropoli-

tanate, the Minister of State also abandoned his support for 
43 

the larger Metropolitanate. 

Whether or not Hacman was encouraged by Vienna to 

demand the Metropolitanate for himself, he had two substan-

tive motives, beyond ambition, for resisting his subordina-

tion to 9aguna: the ethnic circumstances of his diocese and 

his interpretation of canon law concerning synods. The 

synod of Bukovina in February, 1861 noted that half the 

diocesan population was Romanian and half Slavic; "If we had 

to decide between Karlowitz and Gyulafehervar, we would not 

agree. Some would go here, others there, so that justice 

for one would be injustice for another." 9aguna maintained 

that no more than a quarter of the diocese were Slavs, but 

the calculation of Ioan Pu9cariu, cited above, indicates 
44 

more than one third were Slavs. 

Hacman showed little sympathy for the plans of the 

Romanian nationalists not only because of his own Ruthenian 

43. Ilarion Pu9cariu, Metropolia, 81-2, citing Saguna's 
1861 pamphlet, Anthorismos, 133-9, and Hacman to the Synod 
in Karlowitz, September 7, 1864, Annex, 248-9; Liechtenstein 
to Schmerling, January 28, 1861, in AVA, Neuer Kultus. Al2, 
Generalien. PN 6891/CU 1863; Council of Ministers, sessions 
of November 25, 1862 and January 15, 1863, in HHSA, 
Kabinetts-Kanzlei. 1862/4072 (MRZ 1093) and 1863/214 (MRZ 
1116). 

44. Hacman to the synod in Karlowitz, September 14, 
1864, in Ilarion Pu9cariu, Metropolia, Annex, 284, and 
$aguna to Nadasdy, July 26, 1863, in Ibid., Annex, 212, and 
MOL D228. 1863/986. 

519 



problem, but also because they were integrally related to 

church-constitutional strivings of the laity. The century-

long association with the Serbian hierarchy in Karlowitz 

also brought Romanian Orthodoxy the experience of periodic 

church assemblies with heavy lay participation as an impor-

tant national institution. The Serbian connection was prob-

ably most important for the constitutional impulse in the 

socially and religiously isolated Orthodox community in 

Transylvania. Their only precedent for lay participation 

came from the period of Reformed domination of the 

Transylvanian Orthodox in the seventeenth century. Many 

specific provisions of the organizational statute the 

Orthodox eventually adopted came directly from that which 
45 

the Saxon Lutherans passed in 1861. 

In 1848 9aguna convened a diocesan synod composed, as 

he stated, in the canonical proportions of two-thirds laity, 
46 

one-third clergy. This synod did not in fact meet. 

$aguna's synods in 1850 and 1860, however, had roughly half 

45. Hitchins, Or_tho§ox5 ang Na_tionality, 14-9, 35; 
Emanuel Turczynski, ~2Dfe~sion ung ~Et~Q~_ Zur Frlihge­
§_ghis:ht~ g_§]:" §~f".!?_i:_§_gb-~!1: :g:DQ f.ll!Il.?P.i§fhep. Nationsbildung 
(Dusseldorf: Padogogischer Verlag Schwann, 1976), 152-73, 
208-9, 252-3; Augustin Bunea, Discursuri. Autonomia 
bisericeasca, §i verse ( Bucure9ti: [], 1912-)-,--380~i ted 
by Gyarfas, "A romangorog katholikusok autonomiaja," 355, 
and Filip, "Laicii $i sinoade," 115. 

46. Hitchins, _Qf_!:.l>gdo~y 9!1Sl Nationality, 56. Hitchins 
does not indicate the basis for this canonical claim. Vasile 
Mangra, the later Metropolitan, though supporting the two­
thirds principle, could cite no canon to support it and 
stated it found no parallel in the rest of Orthodoxy; 
"$aguna ca organizator constitutional," 1n Mitropolitul 
~nd_!"eiQ Ba~on de Saguna, 435-53. 
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47 
lay and half clerical participation. Bishop Hacman 

convened a synod composed exclusively of the clergy, re-

jecting subordination to any other diocese and demanding a 

Metropolitanate for the Bukovina. The synod also charged 

that the participation of the laity in the synods was un-

canonical and divisive. Romanian laymen and patriotic cler-

gymen protested that Hacman's procedure was autocratic and 

did not reflect the desires of the people. These laymen 

issued their own declarations in favor of a Metropolitanate 

of all Romanians in the empire, and collaborated with the 

Romanian actions 1n the Hungarian lands. Hacman published 

the decisions of the synod in March, 1861, and $aguna 

refuted them in newspaper articles and a long pamphlet, 

bnthorismos, already in 1861. In the pamphlet he ex-

pressly justified lay participation in his diocesan synods. 

Hacman's opponents translated Anthorismos into German and 
48 

published it in Vienna with $aguna's approval. 

The death of Rajacic in December, 1861 removed one 

obstacle to the achievement of the Romanian goals, and 

Vienna quickly named as his provisional replacement a bishop 

47. $aguna's circulars of February 10, 1850 and October 
3, 1860, in Tulbure, 227-8, 402-4. $aguna published the 
protocol of both synods in Sibiu in 1860: Actele soboarelor 
pj.se_!"j._gj_i, greco.:!:~.§ffi-Ii!:.§D.§ .91-D ~rd_§al din anii 1850 si 1860. 

48. Ilarion PU$Cariu, Metropolia, 80-l, 140-4; corres­
pondence of $aguna and George Hurmuzachi, March and April, 
1862, Annex, 205-7. Turczynski misleadingly states that 
Romanian patriots and Austrian centralists opposed the pro­
posal of Bukovinans at the end of 1860 for a "Romanian 
Metropolitanate in Austria;" in 1860-l Romanians still com­
monly applied the term "Austria" to the entire empire. See 
Turczynski, "Orthodoxe und Unierte," in Die 
~_?psb_:tJ._!"_g_§rmon_?_!"_s:;hie 1848-1918, IV, 438-9. 
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who was not opposed to the granting of the Metropolitanate. 

In January, 1862 Nadasdy ordered Pu9cariu to prepare his 

memorandum, and invited $aguna to come to Vienna and discuss 

the matter. Andrei Mocioni organized two conferences of the 

Romanian Orthodox of the Banat, which resolved to send a 

delegation of Romanians from the entire Monarchy. Accepting 

the suggestion of Mocioni, $aguna took the lead of the dele-

gation. It arrived in Vienna at the beginning of 
49 

March. 

Catholic opposition further delayed the granting of the 

Metropolitanate. Informed about the delegation through 

press reports and other contacts, Sulutiu was at first 

resigned to the success of the Orthodox endeavor. But then 

in a letter concerning his Cathedral Chapter he appealed to 

Nadasdy "as a Catholic" to oppose the establishment of the 

Metropolitanate. He was finally moved to take more energetic 

action by stronglyworded appeals from his suffragan bishop­

rics in Nagyvarad and Lugos. On May 9 he also appealed to 

the Emperor as a fellow Catholic to deny the Metropolitanate, 

and also denounced the project to the Nuncio. He also wrote 

a declaration against saguna for the signature of his suf-

fragan bishops, in which he argued that the Orthodox Metro-
50 

politanate would be a major setback for the church union. 

49. Ilarion Pu9cariu, Metropolia, 136-140, and Nadasdy 
to Saguna, January 14, 1862, and correspodence of Mocioni, 
loan Dobran and ~aguna, in Annex, 191-6. 

50. sulutiu to Alexi, Erd~lyi, and Dobra, March 7, 
1862, in AS Alba Iulia. MRU, FG, Protocol book. 1862/147; 
$ulutiu to Nadasdy, March 11, in MOL D228. 1862/127 and AS 
Alba Iulia. MRU, FG, Protocol Book. 1862/164. Letters to 
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The bishops' protests prompted an intervention at the court 

by the Nuncio as well. They delayed discussion of the 
51 

matter in the Council of Ministers until the end of 1862. 

Revelations in the Romanian press about the Greek Catholic 

bishops' action were very embarassing for Sulutiu and his 

colleagues. They began ecclesiastic proceedings against a 

canon in Szamosujvar who was suspected of having revealed 
52 

them. 

After receiving the Romanians' petition and discussing it 

with $aguna, the Emperor called on Schmerling, Nadasdy and 

Forgach to discuss the means of implementing it. All agreed thai 

Bukovina could not be included in the new Metropolitanate; but 

both Schmerling and Forgach suggested that the question of 

territories to be included be left open for the time being. 

Nadasdy, on the other hand, proposed that a Metropolitanate be 

established that was limited for the time being ("vorerst") 

to Transylvania. When the matter finally came before the Council 

of Ministers in November, all but Forgach, Esterhazy and Rechberc 

$ulutiu from the Consistory in Nagyvarad, April 12, Provost 
Iosif Papp-Szilagyi of Nagyvarad, April 22, and Bishop Dobra 
of Lugos, April 30, and Sulutiu to Franz Joseph, the Nuncio 
and his suffragan bishops, in AS Alba Iulia. MRU, FG, Docu­
ments and Protocol book. 1862/361. 

51. Rechberg informed the Emperor of the Nuncio's pro­
test on June 24, calling it "in hohem Grade beachtenswerth." 
HHSA, KZ 1862/1895. When Franz Joseph raised the issue in 
the Council of Ministers on July l, Nadasdy requested a 
delay, and it only came up again on November ll. POM, V, 4, 
79. On July 4 he sent the protests of the bishops and 
Nuncio to Forgach; MOL D228, 1862/265. 

52. Hitchins, Q~1b2Q2~Y 9D~ Nationality, 240-l; draft 
of $ulutiu to Alexi, June 4, and to Vasile Ladislau Pop, 
June 6, in AS Alba Iulia. MRU, FG. 1862/449 and MRU, CM. 
735. Concerning the dissident canon, see Chapter VIII. 
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53 
supported N~dasdy's proposal. The strategy of the 

centralists was apparently to limit $aguna's Metropolitanate 

to Transylvania and hence not create a new precedent for the 

union of Hungary and Transylvania. Mocioni suspected, and 

Romanian historians have confirmed, that the Austrians hoped 

to entice the Bishop of Arad and further divide the Romanians 

by creating an additional Romanian Metropolitanate for 
54 

Hungary. This combination explains the ironic situation 

that in the Council of Ministers the Catholics Forg~ch, 

Esterh~zy and Rechberg championed the Metropolitanate of all 
55 

Romanians 1n the Hungarian lands. 

This is where the matter rested until the eve of the 

Transylvanian diet. On June 25, 1863 Franz Joseph declared 

his intention to grant the Romanian request. But he con-

tinued until September, 1864 to sustain N~dasdy's position 

that the inclusion of Hungarian territory was uncertain; 

Bukovina was not even mentioned. This was a delaying maneu-

ver. $aguna restated his demand that Hungary and Bukovina 

be included; in March, 1864 Vice Chancellor Reichenstein 

reiterated Nadasdy's question to $aguna of the previous year 

as to whether Hungary should be included; the diocesan synod 

in Hermannstadt in the same month repeated the same Romanian 

53. Session of November 25, 1862, in HHSA. Kabinetts­
kanzlei. 1862/4072, MRZ 1093. 

54. Andrei Mocioni to $aguna, undated [late January, 
1862] in Ilarion Pu9cariu, Annex, 195; Naghi, 380, citing 
I.D. Suciu, MqD2~~!i9 ~i!!2£9.}iei Banatului (Timi$oara, 
1977), 185. 

55. Session of November 25, 1862, loc. cit., and session 
of January 15, 1863, in HHSA. Kabinettskanzlei. 1863/214, 
MRZ 1116. 
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demands. At the long-awaited synod 1n Karlowitz in September, 

the Emperor finally took a stand by declaring through his 

royal commissioner that Bukovina would be excluded. More or 

less in compensation, the synod and Emperor approved the 

administrative separation of the Romanian Orthodox of the 

Hungarian lands from Karlowitz. In December, 1864 Franz 

Joseph approved the creation of a new Metropolitanate cen-

tered in Hermannstadt, with suffragan bishops in Arad and 
56 

Karansebes. 

*** 

Haynald and the Latin Rite Archbishopric 

The relationship of Roman Catholicism in Transylvania 

to the numerically dominant eastern-rite Christians there 

and in the neighboring Danubian Principalities was a ques-

tion of religious, cultural, and political significance for 

both the Holy See and the Habsburg court. By virtue of this 

strategic question Bishop Haynald could argue that he was 

Catholicism's indispensible man in the region. This was his 

chief selling point in his quest to have his diocese raised 

to the rank of an archbishopric. His strategy, which was 

ultimately unsuccessful, needs to be understood in connection 

with Transylvanian Greek Catholic, Orthodox, and Armenian 

politics. 

Haynald first publicly proposed the Transylvanian 

archbishopric in 1852, during his first visit to the Szekler 

parishes, and suggested Szekelyudvarhely as the seat of a 

56. Ilarion Pu9cariu, 83-7, 144-53. 
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57 
suffragan bishop subject to himself. He formally 

58 
presented his proposal to the Pope on April 19, 1859. 

The political tension in Hungary and in Austro-Italian rela-

tions may well have prompted the simultaneous journey of 

Haynald and the Croatian bishop-politician Strossmayer to 

Rome for the purpose of avoiding the need to take a public 

stance during the crisis. Sulutiu apparently suspected 

Haynald's talks with the Pope would bear on Romanian af-

fairs. He wrote to him after his departure to urge that he 

defend their "mutual" Catholic interests and also to remind 

him of the Greek Catholics' special traditions, canon law 

and institutions which he ($ulutiu) needed, in his position, 
59 

to take into account. Thun asked the Austrian 

ambassador to the Holy See to inform them that "His Majesty 

expects them to return to their dioceses in such serious 
60 

times." With war threatening in Northern Italy, 

Haynald in fact returned to Gyulafehervar immediately after 
61 

his audience. 

57. K&roly Veszely, "Haynald Lajos az erd~lyi plisp6ki 
szeken," in Jozsef Kohalmi-Klimstein, ed., Vazlatok Haynald 
Lajos bibornok §Ise]S ~~_!:~b()JJ§]-.§_-:-113~ (Pozsony: Stampfel, 
1889), 55. 

58. Haynald left Alba Iulia on February 25 and returned 
on May 26-- Szittyay, 60; Ferenc L6nhart, "Olasz-dti jegy­
zetek," §_yul afehervari Flizetek I I ( 186 2) , 17 8, 186-7; draft 
of Haynald to Liechtenstein, May 26, in Alba Iulia, ERC 
1859/1795 (Cat. 4). 

59. $ulutiu to Haynald, March 3, in Alba Iulia, ERC 
1859/1603 (Cat. 3). The letter is in $ulutiu's hand and 
bears no chancery number. 

60. Telegram of Thun to Colloredo, April 29, with letter 
of Colloredo to Haynald of April 30, in Alba Iulia, ERC 
1859/1740 (Cat. 4); cited also by Szittyay, 60. 

61. After his return to his see Pius IX urged him to 
act, in the given difficult circumstances, in the best 
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At his visit ad limina to Pius IX on May 22, Haynald 

presented a lengthy report on the state of his diocese. The 

report had eight parts: the history and economic standing of 

the diocese, the role and activities of the bishop, the 

parish clergy, religious orders, social and moral condition 

of the faithful, the clerical seminary, parishes and socie-

ties, and the general population. He made five specific 

proposals: concerning mixed marriages, apostasies, rebaptism 

of converted Unitarians, the Armenian Catholics' request for 

a separate bishopric, and his own request for the office of 

archbishop. He cited the special conditions of the diocese 

to justify the latter request: the large area of the diocese 

and the dangers of apostasy due to intermixture with non-

Catholic populations (in contrast to other dioceses, only 

three of the sixteen deaneries had a Roman Catholic majority 

in their territory), called for a strengthening of Roman 

Catholicism vis a vis the Greek rite as the bulwark against 

heresy and Romanian nationalism, and demanded the independence 

of the archdiocese from the Primate of Esztergom, who was 

not in a position to understand the special problems of 

Transylvania. Since ~ulutiu was an archbishop, Haynald 

argued, he ought to be be one as well; he even claimed that 

~ulutiu desired to subordinate Haynald's diocese to his 
62 

own. 

interest of the church (probably a reference to the Italian 
situation) and of the faith-- Pius IX to Haynald, June 13, 
1859, in OSzK. Fol. Hung. 1722, f. 230. 

62. The report is described in DSSS, 176-87, and pub­
lished in the same work in the original Latin with the notes 
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Haynald also presented his plan to Minister Thun on 

November 21, 1859. He assured the Pope and the court in 

Vienna that his hierarchical superior, Archbishop Kunszt, 

was not opposed to his archdiocesan scheme. Thun, however, 

cited the archbishop's opposition as a chief motive for his 

own coolness toward the plan. The Emperor's approval of the 

plan was lukewarm; he declared he would not oppose the 

scheme if it were favored by the Holy See. Thun argued that 

the new archbishopric would create an anomalous situation, 

and rejected Haynald's claim that 9ulu~iu threatened his 
63 

prerogatives. The attitude of the Emperor and of the 

Vatican fluctuated. A papal advisor recommended approval of 

the plan in November, 1860; Antonelli vacillated. Haynald 

used the occasion of his visit to Rome in May, 1862 to raise 

the issue again; this time he was able to submit Thun's 
64 

favorable response of February, 1860 at the same time. 

The Papal Nuncio in Vienna concurred in many of Haynald's 

arguments concerning the need to strengthen Roman Catholi-

cism in order to counterbalance the dangerous tendencies of 
65 

the nationalities, especially of the Romanian Orthodox. 

appended by Haynald on May 22, 1862, on pp. 402-51. $ulu~iu 
complained that the Hungarian bishop treated him as his 
subordinate, although Sulutiu felt Haynald ought to be his 
own suffragan-- Sulutiu to Crenneville, March 1, 1862, in AS 
Alba Iulia. MRU, FG, Protocol book. 1862/137. 

63. Vortrag of Thun, December 28, 1859, and decree 
of January 24, 1860 in Vienna, HHSA. Cabinets-Kanzlei 
1860/25; Latin translation of Thun to Haynald, February 3, 
1860, Latin translation in DSSS, 464; correspondence of Thun 
and Kunszt with Haynald, November 21, 1859 to June, 1861 in 
Alba Iulia, ERC. 1860/3760 (Cat. 4). 

64. DSSS, 188-9 and 464. 
65. DeLuca to Antonelli, March 17, 1862, in Lukacs, The 
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Still, no action was taken. 

Haynald and the nationalist wing of the Hungarian epis-

copate were worried not only about the threat to Hungarian 

and Catholic influence from the Romanians in Transylvania, 

but also in the Danubian Principalities. The proposal for 

the archbishopric contained the resurrection of the medieval 

bishopric of Milcov as a suffragan diocese. The diocese 

would be a "titular" one, but would clearly lay some claim 

to be the protector of the Roman Catholics, primarily 
66 

Hungarians, in the Principalities. This claim was 

one chief motive for his proposal. He shared the concern of 

many Hungarian Catholics for the Moldavian Hungarians and 

believed his geopolitical position peculiarly suited him to 
67 

be their defender. 

The Roman Catholics of Moldavia numbered between 50,135 
68 

and 63,000 in 27 parishes in our period. Moldavia was 

Va!i~an 9n~ Hungary, 554-56. 
66. DSSS, 187. 
67. There is an obvious parallel to our own days, when 

the Catholic press of Hungary has taken a lively interest 1n 
the Catholic Hungarians of the Szekler region and Moldavia. 

68. The first figure is from the report of the 
Apostolic visitor to Moldavia, Giuseppe Tomassi, to Cardinal 
Barnabo, December 10, 1858, in DSSS, 347. The second is 
from Ferenc Kovacs, who also estimated 20,000 Roman 
Catholics in Wallachia, three-fourths of them Hungarian: 
"Kov~cs Ferenc, k~roly-feh~rv~ri hittanir ~ti-napl6ja, 
1869," 53-4, 117-8, in Veszely, Imets §_§_ _!5ovacs ~_!.az~~~ 
Moldva-Olahhonban 1868 (Maros-V&s~rhelyt: Ny. Imreh S~ndor, 
1870). Twentieth-century estimates of the Moldavian 
Hungarians' number vary from 50,000 to 120,000-- B~la Gunda, 
"A moldvai magyarok neprajzi kutat~sa," in~ hatarainkon 
~i:.Y.i! li !fl~.Yil! !1.§)2.!"§:j_~i kuta tasok (Budapest: Tudomanyos 
ismeretterjeszto tarsulat, 1984), 68-70. It is instructive 
to note that the Moldavian politician Kogalniceanu estimated 
the number of the Csangos in 1859 at 100,000, but asserted 
that they were only known as Hungarians because their clergy 
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a mission of the Conventual Franciscans (Minorites) headed 

by an Italian Vicar General in Ia9i, the capital of Moldavia. 

Of the 24 active pastors in 1858, eight were born in Hungary, 

seven in Italy, two in Transylvania, and the remainder in 
69 

other countries. Most of the Catholics were speakers of 

Hungarian (Csangos), whereas the general population of the 
70 

province was 97% Orthodox and Romanian-speaking. The 

language of the clergy was a divisive issue: most non-

Hungarian priests spoke no Hungarian, while the Hungarian 

priests often spoke little Romanian. The recent Austrian 

military occupants had favored the Catholics, with the result 

that the surrounding population often branded the Csangos as 
71 

unpatriotic. The Hungarian clergy scorned the Romanian 

language as that of the ''schismatics" and even ridiculed the 

Orthodox clergy, which was itself active in the Romanian 

revival of these years. The Holy See deplored this national 

friction. It saw the chief purpose of the Moldavian mission 

as proselytism among the Orthodox, but this was impossible 

as long as Romanians regarded Catholicism as "the Hungarian 

was of this nationality. Borsi-K~lm~n, "Mihail Kog~lniceanu 
reformprogramjanak magyar vonatkozasai," in !2 magyar polgarl, 
atalakul<is ker_Qesei (Budapest: Az ELTE Bolcsesztudomanyi 
kara, 1984), 369. 

69. Tomassi letter, 358-72. The seat of the Hungarian 
Minorites was in Eger. They were the second-largest order 
in Transylvania. The monastery in Csiksomlyo was run by 
Observant Franciscans, the dominant religious order in 
Transylvania. 

70. Kovacs, loc.cit., states three-fourths were Csango­
Hungarians. Tomassi's account suggests Hungarians were at 
any rate very numerous. The Moldavian population is from 
DSSS, 50. 

71. Ibid., 105-6. 
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religion." The Apostolic Visitor had a low opinion of most 

of the Hungarian pastors, and recommended their expul-
72 

sion. He accused the Hungarian Minorites, like those in 
73 

Bosnia at this time, of being excessively political. The 

Holy See's dissatisfaction with the Hungarian clergy in 

Romanialed to the establishment of a Romanian hierarchy 

there in 1883-4. 

Haynald visited a Csango parish in Moldavia during his 

journey to the Szekler region in 1855, and referred briefly 

to the experience in a letter to the Nuncio in April, 
74 

1856. Janos Danielik proposed, in 1858, the estab-

lishment of a Catholic society similar to the Szent Istvan 

Tarsulat for the support of the Csangos. In March, 1860 the 

Csangos of an entire church district wrote to Scitovszky, 

asking him to present their complaints against the Italian 
75 

bishop to the Vatican. Haynald joined the public sup-

porters of Danielik's proposal. The new society, the Szent 

Laszlo Tarsulat, was formally established in May, 1861. Its 

first president, titular Archbishop Jozsef Lonovics, had 

proposed aid for Csangos already in 1845. In 1849 the 

Austrians had deprived him of his Hungarian see in punish-

ment for his loyalty to the revolutionary government. 

72. Letter of Tomassi, 358-72, 377-8, 386-8. 
nationalists whom he denounced were Incze Petras 
Chapter IV) and Ferenc Moln~r, a diocesan priest 
Transylvania who spoke no Romanian. 

73. DSSS, 145-6. 

Among the 
(see 
from 

74. The letter is cited by Kovacs, from Veszely, 
Imets ... , 84-85. 

75. The letter is published in Kovacs, 77-83. 
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Danielik was the chief author of the society's statutes. 

These described the goals of the society as the material 

support of the Holy See, aid for Catholic charities, and 

"aid for the establishment and support of educational and 

other charitable institutions for needy Catholics in the 

east of any rite, especially for Hungarians settled 
76 

there." 

The society and its statutes received the sanction of 

Scitovszky, the Nuncio and the Locumtenential Council by the 

end of June, 1861. Monetary contributions had reached 4000 

fl. by this time. Branches of the society were organized in 

more than 150 parishes by mid-1862, with more than 12,000 

members. All Hungarian members of the episcopate offered 

their moral support, and the Romanian Greek Catholic bishops 

Erdeli and Alexi, as well. Through the intercession of 

Scitovszky, in March, 1863 the Pope announced a plenary 

indulgence for members of the society under certain condi-

tions. Members totalled 27,000 and the amount donated by 

the society nearly 42,000 fl. by 1864. These figures were 

less impressive than those of similar charitable societies 

in France and Germany, but show that Hungarian Catholics 

were willing to make considerable financial sacrifices for 

the churches and parishes in Hungary and abroad, especially 
77 

in the east. 

76. szvorenyi, 15-16; "A Szent-Laszlo-Tarsulat," in Kiss 
and Sziklay, I, 539-40. 

77. I have relied here on the most thorough history of 
the society, Jozsef Szemes, [2 Szent Laszlo 1~!:§~laj: }.§§J..:-
1941 (Veszprem: Egyhazmegyei Konyvnyomda, 1942), 18-31. 
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The speeches delivered at the first formal meeting of 

the society belied its purely religious character: then, 

like in more recent times, the support of the Hungarian 

Csangos in Moldavia was a popular occasion for patriotic 
78 

solidarity. The diplomatic position of the Cuza 

government in Romania and the activities of the Hungarian 

emigration there increased the complexity of the question. 

The founders of the society were concerned about the 

danger of Romanianization under an ethnically indifferent 

Italian clergy, but possibly even more about Protestant 

influence. Hungarian Reformed in the Principalities num-

bered only 4830 in 1858, and most of these were in 
79 

Wallachia. But this estimate is surpisingly low consid-

ering reports that considerably larger numbers of Hungarians 

from Transylvania entered the Principalities during the 

1850s and 1860s. According to one estimate, the total 

Hungarian population there increased by as much as one 

fourth in these years. The motives for emigration were both 

economic and political, and many stood under the influence 
80 

of the emigre leadership. 

78. The speeches of Lonovics, Danielik, and Imre Szabo 
were published in Religio's eight-page supplement to the 
issue of May 22, 1861. 

79. Imre R~v~sz, "R~szletes jelent~s a dunafejedelem­
s~gi magyar reformatusok ugy~ben," Protestans egyhazi ~s 
iskolai ~No. 44, pp. 1118-22, cited by Lajos Szabo, 
Czelder Marton ~lete ~s m8k6d~se a Moldva-Olahorsz~gi els6 
magyar-reforni.atus-misszioban-(Debrecen: Debrecen sz. k~ 
vilros~sa Tiszantuli Reformatus Egyhazkerulet konyvnyomda­
vallalata, 1940), 32. 

80. Mete$, 248. He cites Imecs, ~ §~ek~lYek es ~ baj 
(Arad, 1863), p. 63, as stating that 14,000 Szeklers emi­
grated to Romania in 1862 alone, which seems to be an exag-
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A Hungarian Reformed congregation existed in Bucharest 

from 1815 on. In 1855 the Reformed Church in Transylvania 

named Ferenc Ko6s, a veteran of the Hungarian forces that 

fought for Kossuth in 1848-9 and a minor participant in the 

Makk conspiracy. The minister was prudent and correct in 

his relations with the Austrian Consul, Baron Eder. At 

Ko6s' invitation, both Eder and Elena Cuza participated in 

the laying of the cornerstone of the new church of the 

Bucharest congregation in March, 1863. Yet the Austrians 

disliked his politics: he published the radical newspaper 

~uk~resti Magyar K6zlony in 1859-60 and associated with all 

the emigre leaders. His most active church elder, Lajos 

Seres, who was also prominent in the ceremony in March, 

1863, was the emissary of the emigre leadership in 
81 

Bucharest. 

Another Hungarian Reformed missionary commissioned in 

Kolozsvar, Marton Czelder, arrived in Bucharest in January, 

1861. He led congregations in Pite9ti, Ploie?ti, and Galati, 

and also travelled in the land even more than the energetic 

Ko6s. His intense patriotism secured him the popularity of 
82 

many Hungarians there. Czelder was restless and am-

geration. 
81. A long description of the dedication ceremony by 

Koos himself appeared in Kolozsvari Kozlo~y. On this and 
other aspects of his activity, see Koos, Eletem es emlekeim 
(Bukarest: Kriterion kiado, 1971), with foreword by Gyorgy 
Beke, passim. This is an abridgement of the two-volume 
edition of 1890. 

82. On the popularity of Czelder among the Csangos, see 
"Tusn~di Imets Ffilop J~k6 gymn. igazgat6-tan~r ~ti-napldja, 
1868," 133-9, in Vesz~ Imets es Kovacs; on his alleged 
proselytism of Hungarian Catholics, see "Ploest (Olahorszag), 
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bitious, and his relations with Koos soon soured. Baron 

Eder requested in 1862 that the Reformed Superintendent in 

Kolozsvar recall Czelder to Transylvania because of his 

religious (and presumably political) proselytizing activi-

ties. The authorities considered Czelder's "fund-raising'' 

journey through Hungary and Transylvania in the first months 

of 1863 to be a mere pretext for "the purveyance of politi-

cal correspondence'' and contacts with "the ultramagyar party" 

and the Superintendent's more militant colleagues in the 
83 

Reformed Church. On the eve of the dietal elections in 

1863, the synod of the the Reformed Church in Transylvania, 

held in Des, rejected the official accusations of Czelder's 

political activities. In recognition of his services, it 

declared him Reformed missionary for Moldavia as well. 

Baron Eder noted with alarm that this decree would result in 
84 

more Reformed proselytism among the Moldavian Csangos. 

Czelder's most notorious activities came beginning in 

1864. The radicalization of the emigres under Klapka at 

this time led to a manifesto addressed to the Csangos in 

May, 1864. Czelder himself agitated among the Csangos. He 

assured an emissary of Klapka that he would do everything in 

his power to fulfill the general's commands, and that the 

junius 2-an," Religio 1861, 1. felev, p. 405. 
83. Mecsery to Nadasdy, April 4, 1863, in MOL 0228. 

1863/226. Vienna, HHSA. Informationsburo, 1862/Elenchus 
8075 is a large file of reports on Czelder, many of them 
speculative and exaggerated in character, from 1862-67. 

84. Mecsery to Nadasdy, August 5, 1863, with the German 
translation of an article from Kolozsvari Kozlon~ of 
July 2, in MOL 0228 1863/835. 
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insurrection could count on five to six thousand men in 
85 

Romania. By the beginning of 1865, the Austrians were 

convinced of Czelder's close ties with the radical 
86 

emigres. In May, 1865 Czelder declared himself 

Bishop of the "Free Hungarian Church in Romania," inde-

pendent of the supervision of the Austrian consul and the 

Superintendent in Kolozsvar, and under the protection of the 

Cuza government. Reformed Superindentencies in Hungary and 

Transylvania divided concerning the legitimacy of his action, 

but eventually collaborated with the Austro-Hungarian au-
87 

thorities in his recall to Hungary after the Compromise. 

Both Czelder and Koos were involved with the introduction of 

an arms shipment into Moldavia in 1866, at the time of the 
88 

Austro-Prussian war. 

The political opportunities offered in the Principali-

ties and the religious challenge posed by Czelder were 

certainly a factor in the popular appeal of the §zent Laszlo 

Tarsulat. The strengthening of Catholicism was a goal 

85. Borsi-Kalman, ~yutt vagy kulon utakon, 187, and 
Humer Kupa to Klapka, JulY-20~ l864~1n Borsi-Kalman, 
"Klapka, Cuza, es Arthur Seherthoss," 812. 

86. Mecsery to Reichenstein, January 7, 1865, 1n MOL 
D228. 1865/41. 

87. The Reformed Church in Transylvania published a 
collection of documents, Czelder Marton mukodese Romania­
ban 1861-1869 (Kolozsvartt: SteinJ.~87o)~-T28 p.-,-but-­
the best study on the subject is the previously cited 1940 
work by Lajos Szabo. Neither consulted the Vienna police 
files or the personal papers of Czelder, which consist of 
three cartons deposited in the Reformed Church District 
Archives in Cluj in 1959. I saw no evidence here of 
Czelder's connection or services to the Kossuth emigration, 
but the sympathies he felt for them are evident. 

88. Sandor Veress, 12 magyar emigratio .§: kele!en, II 
(Budapest: Athenaeum, 1878), 429-30; Koos, 257-9. 
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shared by the Habsburg authorities who regarded themselves 
89 

as the patron power of the Catholic Church in the Balkans. 

The Hungarian episcopate's vocal support for the recently 

initiated church union among the Bulgarians also coincided 

with Austrian Balkan plans. Hungarian and Austrian liberals 

attacked the society for its determined defense of the Papal 

States. The Austrians also charged that the society pro-

vided a cover for subversive nationalist political activi-
90 

ty. The only basis for the charge was the fact that the 

society provided an outlet for patriotic sentiment. It 

appears to have had little actual contact with the Princi-

palities prior to the Ausgleich. Until then, the penetra-

tion of Hungarian Franciscans already referred to was more 

significant for the Csangos. 

The interest in the Principalities revived when the 

Tarsulat sent a group of four priests and a layman to travel 

to Romania in 1868. On their return, the Transylvanian 

priests Veszely and Imets urged the meeting of the society 

in Gyor to press for the Hungarian parishes' subordination 

to Hungarian bishops, either as vicariats of the Bishops of 

Csanad and of Transylvania or as sufragan bishoprics of a 

89. Since the Peace of Karlowitz (1699) Austria increasingly 
contested the role of France, the Turks' ally, as protector of 
the Balkan Catholics. See Charles A. Frazee, Catholics and 
Sultans. The church and the Ottoman Empire 1453-1923 (New York: 
caffibriclge--University-Press:- 1983)-,--153, 167-71. The chief areas 
of Austrian influence were Bosnia-Hercegovina and Albania; Frazee 
ignores the Danubian Principalities. 

9 0. Szemes, 2 3, 2 8-9, cites an article in Donauzei tun_g 
attacking the speeches given at the Tarsulat's founding meeting, 
and an article in Die Presse of November 24, 1861. On the 
Bulgarian church union, see Chapter V. 
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Transylvanian archdiocese, in order to better supply the 
91 

parishes with Hungarian clergy. Action on the demand 

once again failed to materialize. The French Vicar General 

in Bucharest and the Romanian government there were hostile 

to the Hungarian travellers. Mgr. Pluym wrote Rome that 

they were interfering in the affairs of the local prelates 

and had political motives as well. The clergy and bishops 

in Gy5r were, while admittedly good-intentioned, "if not the 

collaborators" of the Hungarian government, "at the very 
92 

least its docile and zealous instruments." 

*** 
The Armenian Problem 

The Szekler region constituted the core and the most 

turbulent component of the Roman Catholic diocese. The 

Armenian Catholic community was a much smaller but surpris-

ingly important contingent. The Armenian population of 

Transylvania in the mid-nineteenth century is difficult to 

establish, since much of it had ceased to speak Armenian. 

Its size was at least 5909 in 1857, 4711 in 1861, and 4120 

in 1870, calculated from the membership of the four Armenian 

Catholic parishes: Szamosujvar, Erszebetvaros, Gyergyo-

szentmiklos, and Szepv{z, both of the latter in cs1k. But 

91. Imecs, in Ves~~lYL Imet:.§. e~ Kovacs, 111-17. The 
volume consists of a statistical study by Veszely and the 
travel descriptions of Kovacs and Imecs. It is a mine of 
information about ecclesiastic and cultural conditions in 
the Principalities, especially among the Csangos. 

92. Pluym to Barnabo, August 25 and 31, 1868, published 
in DSSS, "Pagini noi din istoria strategiei deznationali­
zarii romEmilor I," Revista arhivelor 49 (1987), 265-8. 
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Armenian merchants, officials, and military men lived in 

most cities, so that Laszlo Kovary estimated 10,000 
93 

Armenians in Transylvania in 1847. The patron of all 

four parishes was the respective local municipality, which 

also elected the pastor, subject to episcopal confirmation. 

Armenian Catholics were disproportionately prominent in the 
94 

diocesan clergy, regardless of their rite. The pastors 

of the three urban Armenian parishes, Kristof Lukacsi, Antal 

Merza, and Imre Csiki, were also district deans. They 

emphasized their separateness in our period by corresponding 

with Haynald in Latin. According to Lukacsi and Haynald, 

there were ten Armenian-rite priests in pastoral service in 

the diocese; no doubt many other Armenian clergymen did not 

fall into this category because they served as teachers or 
95 

Latin-rite priests. 

93. For a good general introduction on the Armenians of 
Hungary and Trans~lvania, see Laszlo Gopcsa, "A magyar­
orszag i ormenyekro l I II in Erde4i Muzeum 12 ( 18 95) ' 3 7 5-82; 
Janos Kertesz, "Az orrneny_k_erdes bibliografiaja, II in Magyar 
Kisebbseg [ca. 1939], 242-8, 277-81, 303-13. On the statis­
tics: Keleti, 342; Laszlo Gopcsa, "Az ormenyek Europaban es 
kulonosen Ausztria-Magyarorszagon," part 2, in Armenia; 
Magyar-drmeny Havi Szemle (Szamoscijvar), I (1887), 153-4. 
He cited Kovar~'s-estimate from his ~~§~lY §tatisztikaja 
(1847), p. 191. Lukacsi/s estimate of 16-20,000 seems exag­
gerated, but was also accepted by Szamosrijvar in its 
petitions of these years; Lukacsi, Adalekok az erdelyi or­
mel:ly.§k tortenetehez (Kolozsvartt: Rom-:.kath.-lyceumi nyomda, 
1867), 59. The 1861 total is from Haynald/s letter to the 
Gubernium of October 27, 1861, in which he insisted there 
were in all 8000 Armenians in Transylvania; it is cited in 
Gubernium to Chancellery, January 24, 1862, in MOL D229, 
1862/967. 

94. Armenia identified Zerich and Veszely as Armenians, 
and Eranosz seems, on the basis of his name, to have been an 
Armenian. 

95. Lukacsi, 72; Gergely Govrik, "A magyar-ormenyek," 
Armenia 2 (1888), 123, 179-80. The latter states there were 
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The chief distinguishing mark of the Armenian Catholics 

was their oriental, Armenian-language liturgy. Armenian 

Catholic clergy generally studied for the priesthood in the 

diocesan seminary in Gyulafehervar, where an Armenian endow-

ment supported the study of two seminarians per year since 

1808. They were generally ordained by the Armenian Catholic 

Archbishops of Vienna or Lvov. They learned the Armenian 

liturgy by private arrangement, and if they passed a litur-

gical examination they were ordained in the Greek manner, 

i.e. with the placing of a high conical cap. In attire and 

beardlessness the Armenian clergy otherwise resembled those 

of the Latin rite. The Armenian parishes adopted the 

Gregorian calendar in 1758, but their fasting practices 
96 

remained closer to those of the Romanians. The Armenians 

lived as alien settlers in Transylvania until 1840, when the 

diet granted them rights of citizenship, then in 1848 full 
97 

equality. 

The chief center of the Transylvanian Armenians was 

Szamosujvar in Belso-Szolnok county, also the seat of a 

Greek Catholic bishop. Armenian merchants, officials and 

clergy dominated the city council, and the city supported 

seventeen Armenian-rite priests in Transylvania. 
96. Friedrich Teutsch, Die kirchlichen Verh~ltnisse 

Siebenburgens, 61-3; [ Szongott] , "Az 6rmenyegyhaZMagyaror­
szagon," Armenia 8 (1894), l-9. The seminary endowment 
apparently proved inadequate. According to Lukacsi three of 
the four Armenian pastors had studied at the seminary at 
their own expense, while the studies of the Latin-rite 
seminarians were paid for them by others-- Lukacsi, 29. 

97. Gopcsa, "Ormenyek," in !:§:lla.§ nagy lexikona 13 
(Budapest: Pallas irodalmi es nyomdai rt., 1896), 657-8. 
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98 
six or seven Armenian-rite priests. The pastor-dean of 

the Armenian parish was the unrivalled Armenian religious 

leader in the diocese: between 1856 and 1876, Kristof 
99 

Lukacsi. 

Lukacsi was born in the nearby village of Beclean and 

studied in Szamosujvar, Gyulafehervar, and Vienna before 

being ordained in Vienna in 1826. For eleven years he was a 

chaplain in Szamosujvar, then professor at the seminary in 

Gyulafehervar until 1853, when he became the principal of 

the seminary. Already in the 1830s he published transla-

tions of Armenian documents concerning Hungarian history 

that he found during his research in the Armenian monastic 
100 

archives in Venice. Due to his previous service in 

Szamosujvar, his distinguished career in Gyulafehervar and 

the support he had lent to a recent Armenian petition to the 

bishop, he was elected pastor of Szamosujvar with great 

enthusiasm and near unanimity when the old pastor died in 

1855. The electoral protocol states that the city council 

and assembly nominated Lukacsi "by general acclamation and 

with a triple hurrah." As was customary, the voters had to 

propose other candidates as well. The city council implored 

98. Six signed a petition issued in 1860 (Szongott, 
Szamosujvar •.. , I, 314), Haynald referred to six in his 
letter of October 27, 1861, and Szongott states the estab­
lished custom was to support seven; Ibid., I, 394. 

99. There is a good short biography of Lukacsi in 
Szinnyei, Magyar irok §let~, 8 (Budapest: Hornyanszky 
Viktor, 1902), 119-21. 

100. Lukacs Barany, "Emlekbeszed," in the special issue 
of Armenia dedicated to Lukacsi, 7 (1893), citing 
JUQ.Q!!l§l!l_y.Q_§_ Gyujtemeny vol. 19, p. 7. 
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Haynald, however, in view of "the present circumstances of 

the Armenian nation" to "confirm the enthusiasm demonstrated 

for Lukacsi." Haynald assented, and confirmed the nomina-
101 

tion. 

The historic basis for the ecclesiastic grievance of 

the Transylvanian Armenians was their former possession of 

their own Armenian Catholic Bishop in Transylvania. Their 

Orthodox bishop Mennas accompanied them from Moldavia to 

Transylvania in 1672, and led the union with the Roman 

church twelve years later under the sponsorship of the 

Armenian Catholic Archbishop of Lvov. Mennas' successor, 
102 

Verzereskul Oxendius, was bishop from 1690 to 1715. 

Verzereskul also practiced some of the functions of the 

Roman Catholic Bishop since the latter was absent from the 

diocese. When Verzereskul died and the Roman Catholic 

Bishop was restored to Gyulafehervar in 1715, the new bishop 

preceded to direct the affairs of the Armenian Catholic 

parishes as well. He argued that in the absence of the 

Armenian bishop his duties had devolved on himself. The two 

pastors of Szamosujvar from 1715 to 1736 bore the title of 

Dean of the Armenians (H. ormeny esperes) and episcopal 

vicar. The Habsburg rulers ordered the reestablishment of 

the Armenian bishopric in 1737-8, then again in 1758, but 

101. Szongott, Szamosujvar, I, 396-9, cites the election 
documents. 

102. Szongott, Sza~osujvar ..• , I, 267-9 argues that 
Verzereskul functioned as bishop of the Roman Catholics as 
well, but the diocesan history by Vorbuchner makes no men­
tion of this. 
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103 
this was not put into effect. 

The Armenians raised the demand for the restoration of 
104 

their bishopric in 1765, then again in 1848 and 1851. As 

the result of the progressive dispersal of the Armenian 

population, the limitation of the Armenian rite to four 

parishes, the establishment of Latin rite parishes as well 

in these communities and the requirement that offspring of 

mixed marriages be registered as Roman Catholics, the re-

corded number of Armenian Catholics declined by two-thirds 
105 

in the course of the nineteenth century. The clergy of 

Szamosujvar petitioned Bishop Haynald in 1853 to permit the 

placement of Armenian-rite priests in parishes throughout 

the diocese, to end the measures limiting the practice of 

the rite, and to appoint a vicar for all the Armenians of 

the diocese in order to assure liturgical unity. Lukacsi, 

as a professor in Gyulafthervar, wrote a supporting opinion, 

but Haynald made no reply to the petition. When the 

Armenian pastor of Szepv{z complained that some of his 

parishioners had been baptized in the Latin-rite, Haynald 

suggested that the pastor himself convert to the Latin rite. 

After recounting this incident, Luk~csi added bitterly: "A 

similar appeal was also addressed to me, about which I will 

103. Lukacsi, 17-18; Szongott, Szamosujvar ... , I, 300-5. 
104. Szongott, op.cit., I, 305-6; Ibid., "Az 6rmeny egyhch 

Magyarorszagon", 102-3. 
105. Lukacsi's book is the most complete catalogue of 

Armenian grievances; see especially pp. 26-8, 32-8, 41-4. 
On the declining numbers, see Gopcsa, "Az 6rmenyek Eur6paban 
es kfil6n6sen Ausztria-Magyarorszagon," pt. II, 153; ibid., 
"A hazai ormenyek letszam~rol," Armenia 6 (1892), 342; and 
Friedrich Teutsch, .Q.i-~ ~i!"~hli~h~n Verhaltnisse, 62. 
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be silent, since it took the form of personal conversation 

and compromizing pronouncements." Yet as the scholarly 

authority in Gyulafehervar on Armenian questions, Lukacsi 

received several queries from Haynald concerning the peti-
106 

tion of the Armenian clergy in the course of 1853. 

Lukacsi/s evolving views on the Armenian question in-

creased the significance of his election as pastor by ac-

clamation and of his confirmation by Haynald. As pastor he 

added his own impulses to the already existing movement in 

Szamosujvar. Acording to a contemporary recalling an inter-

view with Lukacsi twenty years later, the pastor declared 

the restoration of the Armenian bishopric to be his life/s 
107 

goal. Lukacsi expressed this goal implicitly in his 

festive sermon in Szamosujvar/s Armenian cathedral on the 

Armenian national holiday, the feast of St. Gregory the 

Illuminator, in 1858. Surveying the history of the 

Armenians and the chances of bringing the benefits of the 

church union to the Armenian Orthodox, he cited Benedict 

XIV/s encyclical blJL~tae Sunt to the effect that eastern 

peoples need not fear the endangerment of rite and nation­
lOS 

ality through the church union. Lukacsi/s argumentation 

106. Lukacsi, 63-5. The request by the city of 
Szamosujvar in 1851, rejected by Bishop Kovacs, was cited by 
Haynald in his letter of October 27, 1861; see MOL D229, 
1862/967. 

107. Janos Temesvary, "Lukacsi Kristof vezereszmeje," 
Armenia 7 (1893), 348-51. Temesvary, a eminent church 
historian, was by his own declaration also an Armenian. 

108. Lukacsi, Emlekezetek az erdel_yi ormen~k mt.ilt elete­
bol me~yeJ;.e~ c:z 2rn;~f!Yek apostc:>l~ ~i~agoSito Szen! ~!".9"§lY--
1858-dlk evl unn~en a Szamosu]varl orm .. szertartasu tem­
plomban -mOndott ~_gy_b§_zi pes~edben ~]cadott~:~ ( Becsben:-
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coincided precisely with the renewed efforts of Sulutiu and 

of the Catholics of the Near East to defend their rite 

against Latinization and of the papal statements on the 

eastern rite in 1848 (In suprema Rets.il, 1854 (~~~jne~ 
109 

Vestrum) and 186 2 (Romani R_s>p_tj_fic~.§) cited by Lukacsi. 

The Armenian Catholic Primate of Constantinople Hassun wrote 

Lukacsi in December, 1862 that his defense of the Armenian 

rite was an inspiration for the union movement among the 

Anatolian Armenians. French and Anatolian Armenian publica-

tions of 1856 described the rule of the Latin-rite bishop 
110 

over the Armenians in Transylvania as tyrannical. 

The Armenian grievance concerning mixed marriages pro-

vided the first issue of public dispute between Lukacsi and 

Haynald, in which both appealed for the support of the Holy 

See. The bishop rejected Lukacsi's claims and defended the 
111 

procedure of the Latin rite pastor of Szamosujvar. 

The Nuncio sided with Haynald, and urged the rejection of 
112 

the "indocile and irreverent ambitions" of Lukacsi. 

The Szamosujvar city council appealed to the Armenian 

Archbishop of Vienna for advice concerning the proper course 

Nyomtatott a Mechitaristak nyomdaja bet8ivel, 1859), 27, 
also published at nearly the same time in Religi6 and then 
1n Armenia 8 (1894), 296. The English text of Allatae .§u~_:t 
in The Papal Encx~li~~l§ does not contain the passage cited 
by Lukacsi, though it contains similar ideas. 

109. Only the second of these writings is in The Papal 
Encyclicals, on pp. 319-25. 
-- 110. Lukacsi, Adal~kok, 48, 55-7, 82i Hassun's letter was 
also cited in Armenia 8 (1893), 380. 

111. Haynald to Pius IX, September 13, 1858, in DSSS, 335-7. 
112. DeLuca to Cardinal Barnabo, October 9, 1858, in Ibid., 

339-40. 
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113 
of action to defend Armenian interests. In accordance 

with instructions from the Archbishop, the city sent three 

petitions for the restoration of the bishopric to Szamosujvar's 

mayor Bogdan Jakabb, in Vienna for the sessions of the 

Expanded Reichsrat. He handed them to the general procura-

tor of the Armenian monastic congregation for forwarding to 
114 

the Emperor, Cardinal Barnabo and de Luca. 

The publication of Lukacsi's long sermon in Reliaio in 

1860 attracted the lively interest of Metropolitan $ulutiu. 

He wrote a study disputing some of Lukacsi's historical 

statements, but supporting his appeal for the restoration of 

the bishopric. It was a great shame, he wrote, that the 

Armenians had generally abandoned their own language, even 

in their homes, for Hungarian. He knew Lukacsi personally, 
115 

and supported his appeal to the Holy See. $ulutiu failed 
116 

to publish his article, however, and Bishop Alexi was 

cautious when Haynald requested his views concerning the 

spoken language of the Szamosujvar Armenians and their 

claims. Alexi replied that few of the Armenians understook 

any language but Hungarian, and the sermons ought to con-

113. City Council to Archbishop Jacob Boschagi, November 
20, 1858, in Szongott, Szamosujvar, I, 309-10. 

114. The petitions of February 15 and July 6, 1860 are in 
Ibid. , 312-19. 

115. The study, "Adevarata cauz~ a trecerii Armenilor 
din Moldova .ln Transilvania," was first published by Nicolae 
Edroiu in ~_!_l:Qar~l IDsti:.:!::ll:t~l ui g§_ Is tori.§_ _2i Arheo logie 
Cluj-Napoca, 25 (1982), 288-94. 

116. The decision that publication would be imprudent may have 
rested with Metropolitan Sulutiu or with the editor of Gazeta 
Transilvaniei, Iacob Mure9anu, who was also principal of a 
Roman Catholic high school. 
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tinue to be held in that language. He declined to address 

the question of administrative changes, pleading his incom-
117 

petence in the matter. It could hardly have been unknown 

to Alexi that Lukacsi deplored the establishment of the new 

Romanian bishopric in in the city as a new obstacle to the 

restoration of the Armenian bishopric. Lukacsi argued that 

the Romanian bishopric increased the urgency of the Armenian 
118 

restoration due to the danger of Romanianization. 

Thun called for the Transylvanian Locumtenency's 

opinion on the proposed bishopric, which in turn elicited 
119 

that of Haynald. Haynald replied only a year later, on 

October 27, 1861. He insisted that the Armenian Catholics 

had never had their own bishop, and had opposed the erection 

of a bishopric because of the expense involved. Without 

referring to the mixed marriage procedure, he insisted that 

the Roman Catholic bishop had always done his utmost to 

protect their rite. He rejected the claim for a bishopric, 

proposing a larger Armenian high school as a better means of 

protecting their nationality. A session of the Catholica 

Commissio, with six members in attendance and presided over 

by Crenneville, accepted the motion by KeserG to support 
120 

Haynald's viewpoint. 

117. Alexi to Haynald, December 4, 1859 (unnumbered let­
ter), in Alba Iulia ERC, 1859/4085 (Cat. 4). 

118. Lukacsi, Adalekok, 77-8. Lukacsi argued that 
Szatmar county in Hungary and Nasaud were more suitable 
sites for the Romanian bishopric than Szamosujvar. 

119. Lebzeltern (Deputy Governor) to Haynald, November 
31, 1860, in Alba Iulia ERC, 1860/3574 (Cat. 4). 

120. Gubernium to Chancellery, January 24, 1862, in MOL 
D229, 1862/967. The other members present were Kozma, 
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The Chancellery rejected the Gubernium's statement and 

the principle that Haynald's viewpoint was sufficient. 

"Since there is no doubt, on the basis of equality, that the 

associations of various faiths and rites may freely decide 

in matters concerning their own religious institutions," the 

views of the Armenian community itself, which Haynald had 

ignored, were decisive. The Gubernium should ask Szamosujvar 
121 

about its means of material support for the new bishopric. 

The Gubernium communicated this request to the city after 

Haynald's departure for Rome in May. It noted it had re-

ceived Haynald's opinion concerning the bishopric, but did 
122 

not reveal what this was. Haynald argued, while in Rome, 
123 

against the granting of the Armenians' request. 

Disagreement arose among the Armenians on the proper 

course of action. The Council in Szamos6jvar, rather than 

supplying the information requested by the Gubernium, re-

Nemes, Bornemissza and Pall. On the commission, see Chapter 
V. Haynald's letter is missing from the file with Keseru's 
draft, in MOL F266, 1862/10616. 

121. Referent Horvath deleted passages in the original 
which would have indicated any uncertainty about the Armenians' 
desires or historical claims. Draft by the Chancellery to 
the Gubernium, March 12, 1862, in MOL D229, 1862/967. 

122. Gubernium to Szamosujvar city council, May 23, in 
Szongott, Szamosujvar I, 319-21. The document is signed 
only by the Greek Catholic Deputy Governor Pop and Orthodox 
Secretary Moga, suggesting that Crenneville had to alter the 
membership of the session in order to secure the desired 
result. Like all other documents from Szamos6jvar published 
by Szongott, the letter is missing from the city council 
archives today (AS Cluj, Primaria orasului Gherla). 

123. Draft of Haynald to Barnabo, May 30, in Alba Iulia 
ERC, 1862/1400 (Cat. 4). The file is entitled "Armeni 
episcopatus in Transylvania erigendi quaestionis decisio S. 
Congregationem de propaganda fide adurgetur. Originale actum 
in archive secreta Excellentissimi Domini Praesulis." 
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quested a copy of Haynald's statement of 1861 "in order to 
124 

consider all sides of the matter." Antal Laszloffy 

had become mayor of the city at the beginning of the Provisorium. 

He had apparently received promises from the Gubernium 

concerning the bishopric. Ivan Gulovich, the Ruthenian 

canon who was a rival of Bishop Alexi, apparently allied 

with Laszloffy in the scheme in the hope of succeeding to 
125 

Alexi's see. Crenneville travelled to Szamosujvar and 

collected a new petition in favor of the bishopric composed 
126 

under the initiative of the ambitious Laszloffy. The 

petition, backdated, was published on July 17, but immedi-
127 

ately denounced by the Council opposition. The Gubernium 

informed the Council that it could not supply a copy of 
128 

Haynald's statement because it was "confidential." 

The matter rested in this fashion until April, 1863, 

when the Gubernium called on the City Council to reply to 

the previous year's request. Laszloffy convened the City 

Assembly on May 7. He impressed on it the urgency of the 

matter and the favorable prospects of the bishopric's 

124. City Council to Gubernium, July l, in Szongott, 
Szamosujvar I, 321. 

125. Marton Voith (a member of the City Council opposi­
tion) to Haynald, July 18, in Alba Iulia ERC, 1862/3030 
(Cat. 4). 

126. David Placsintar (another opposition Council member) 
to Haynald, July 20, in loc. cit. Placsintar assured 
Haynald that Lukacsi was not a part of the scheme, but 
rather hoped for the establishment of the vicariat under 
the continued jurisdiction of Haynald. 

127. Kolozsvari Kozlony, July 17, p. 43, and 
Korunk, July 18, p.-3~--Both clippings are in Haynald's 
file. 

128. Gubernium to City Council, August 16, in Szongott, 
szamosujvar I, 321-2. 
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restoration. The Assembly elected a committee, headed by 

Lukacsi, to write a memorandum on the matter. On the eve of 

the election, however, the Council decided, rather than 

forwarding the completed committee report, to inform the 

Gubernium that a bishopric was unnecessary and they would 
129 

settle for a vicariat. According to Luk~csi, the 

government promised the bishopric would be granted if the 

Armenians, "following the example of the other nationali-

ties," would send a national delegation to Vienna. The 

Council majority rejected this idea, not wishing to be seen 

as separatists who were willing to desert the Hungarian 

cause and declare their loyalty to the unconstitutional 
130 

regime in exchange for the granting of bishopric. 

Mayor L~szlciffy proved, as regalist, one of the 
131 

government/s most loyal allies in the diet. After the 

bill recognizing the Romanian nation was passed, he proposed 

a similar law to declare the Armenians the fourth constitu-

tional nation of Transylvania. The bill never came to a 
132 

vote. Gubernium Councillor Jakabb reportedly proposed a 

renewed debate in the Gubernium concerning the Armenian 

bishopric, but only with the purpose of embarassing 
133 

Laszloffy. 

129. Crenneville to City Council, April 30, 1863, and 
Assembly, committee protocols of May 7 and 10, June 2, in 
Szongott, Szamosujvar I, 322-7. 

130. Lukacsi, 75-6. 
131. Friedenfels to Nadasdy, June 13 and 22, 1864, in AS 

Sibiu, Fondul Eugen von Friedenfels, XIV/242. 
132. Mester, Az auton6m Erdely, 196-7. 
133. Friedenfels-to-Nadasdy, June 29, 1864, in AS Sibiu, 

loc. cit. 
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The City Council opposition was disappointed in its 

hope that it would achieve its bishopric after the restoration of 

constitutionalism. The Council called on the three 

other Armenian localities to petition Minister E6tvos for the 

bishopric, and did the same, itself. No replies were ever 
134 

received to these petitions. Hungarian Law XLIII of 1868 

recognized the autonomy of the ''Armenian Catholic Church," but 

the declaration had no binding force on the bishop or practical 
135 

significance. Luk~csi travelled to Rome in 1872 and was well-

received by Cardinal Barnabo. But he argued in vain that of the 

twenty-four Catholic dioceses and archdioceses in the east, only 

two had more than 20,000 souls, and that the Armenian 
136 

Archbishopric of Lvov had only 7000. The entire pastoral 

clergy of the four Armenian parishes attended his funeral four 
137 

years later. 

*** 

The quest for ecclesiastic autonomy along ethnic lines 

was characteristic of the period between revolution and 

134. Declarations and petitions of Szamosujvar, Szepv{z, 
Erzsebetvaros, and Gyergyoszentmiklos, February 22, March 8, 
April 7 and 30, in Szongott, Szamosujvar I, 327-46. 

135. Gopcsa, "Ormenyek," in Pallas, 658. 
136. Temesvary, 350-l, with letter of Barnabo to Lukacsi, 

1872; Lukacsi, 59, 79-80. 
137. Temesvary, 357. Szongott's Armenia was the chief 

advocate of the Armenian bishopric after Lukacsi's death. 
It was established in 1887 with the financial support of the 
Armenian Catholic Patriarch, and published until 1907, the 
year of Szongott's death. Transylvanian Romanians and 
Saxons occasionally deplored the "oppression" of the 
Armenian Catholics, e.g. Sulutiu, Friedrich Teutsch, and 
Gh[heorghe] C[iuhandu], "Un popor pierdut: Armenii din 
regatul ungar. 0 pagina incheiata din "evolutia" religioasa 
a statului ungar," Revista teologica (Sibiu) 6 (1912), 
176-80, 214-18, which -was unavailable to me. 
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compromise. The Romanian Greek Catholics attained this 

goal early in the decade of absolutism. The chapter 

examined several similar movements that reached a decisive 

stage in the 1860s and shared the fact that their 

ramifications spanned political boundaries. 

The Romanian Orthodox community of the Hungarian lands 

was far less affected than the Greek Catholics by Dacoroman 

militancy and possessed in 9aguna a shrewd and moderate 

leader. Yet religious and even political ties with Russia, 

the Principalities, and Austrian Bukovina increased the 

sensitivity of the government to Romanian Orthodox 

petitions. This helps explain the willingness of Catholic 

Austria to concede the Romanian Orthodox demand for 

hierarchical separation from the Serbs of Hungary. 

Roman Catholics of Transylvania were not subject to a 

hierarchy of foreign nationality, and enjoyed in Bishop 

Haynald an energetic national leader. Haynald set his 

sights on greater ecclesiastic independence in order to 

more effectively combat the perceived political and reli­

gious threat of the Romanians to Hungarian Catholics in both 

Transylvania and the Danubian Principalities. The 

Principalities were the home of increasing numbers of 

Hungarian emigres. The radical Hungarian Reformed mission­

ary M~rton Czelder sought not only to recruit supporters for 

the struggle against Austria, but to proselytize among 

Hungarian Catholics and establish a "free Hungarian church" 

independent of Austrian consular supervision. For all 
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these reasons Haynald's scheme for an archbishopric received 

serious consideration in Vienna and Rome, but was ultimately 

rejected. 

Finally, the relatively minor movement of the Armenian 

Catholics within Transylvania demonstrates how Austria 

attempted to manipulate and exploit a small minority's 

resistance to ecclesiastic and ethnic assimilation. In each 

of these cases, political, ethnic and religious identity were 

all important motivating factors. 
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CONCLUSION 

This study provides a new perspective on the problem of 

the Austro-Hungarian Compromise, nationality politics and 

religious history during a crucial period in Transylvania 

and in the Habsburg monarchy as a whole. In order to 

achieve this new perspective it has presented several cate­

gories of material: the secular history of the monarchy and 

of the national movements as conventionally defined, the 

social and administrative framework that dominated 

Transylvanian politics, a comparative overview of the 

religious communities, and then especially the relationship 

of secular and religious politics in the Roman Catholic, 

Greek Catholic, and Orthodox Churches. 

The survey of secular politics reveals the strong 

relationship of events and movements in Transylvania with 

those of Hungary proper, the monarchy as a whole, and the 

neighboring Danubian Principalities. Veterans of the 

revolutions of 1848-49 in Hungary and the Principalities 

found, as emigre conspirators, a modicum of common ground 1n 

their desire to defeat Austrian absolutism. At the end of 

the decade of absolutism both groups gained diplomatic and 

limited military support from the France of Napoleon III for 

their designs. Romanian l848ers came to power in the 

Principalities in 1859; henceforth the Hungarians would seek 

to win them over to the plan of using the Principalities as 

a staging ground for an invasion of Transylvania. The 
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potential for such collaboration was a major imponderable of 

Austrian policy. Hungarian-Romanian differences over 

internal policy in Transylvania undermined the emigres' 

hopes. 

Transylvania was a particularly agitated theater of the 

Hungarian war of independence of 1848-49. The fighting 

between Hungarians on the one hand and Romanians and Saxons 

on the other left a legacy of animosity and also three 

distinctive political ideologies. The Hungarian minority in 

Transylvania sought to perpetuate its social domination and 

restore its political preeminence through the union of 

Transylvania with Hungary and the promise of a moderate 

constitutional regime. Saxons wanted their local privileges 

preserved with the support of a centralist but liberalized 

Austrian empire. Romanians supported Transylvanian autonomy 

like the Saxons but demanded a radical rectification of 

their underprivileged position in society. 

A study of the actual administration and social 

structure of Transylvania might seem to undermine the 

importance of the international influences outlined here. 

It is therefore important to note the far-ranging and finely 

tuned hierarchy of Austrian administration. Decisions 

concerning Transylvania taken by the Emperor and the deeply 

divided Council of Ministers were influenced by internation­

al as well as local Transylvanian politics. The arena of 

local politics was the counties and districts of Transyl­

vania, consisting of three regions-- counties, Szekler 
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region and Fundus Regius-- which each had its own charac­

teristic administration, social structure and ethnic makeup. 

The Austrian need for political allies within the new 

constitutional regime established in 1861 created an 

opportunity for Romanians and Saxons to increase their in­

fluence on Transylvanian affairs. As the result of their 

determined opposition to the Hungarians and their lobbying 

in Vienna, they received many key appointments in the 

administration, a revision of the electoral law and, in the 

case of the Romanians, unprecedented influence in the 

Transylvanian diet when it convened in 1863. Catholic and 

Orthodox clergymen were active in the struggles of the 

Hungarians and Romanians during these years. 

The role of the clergy in society is examined in terms 

of its economic position, relationship with religious 

culture, and the changes associated with secularization. 

The parish priest was in most cases directly dependent for 

his subsistence on his believers through land allotments, 

tithes and liturgical fees, though church and state 

subsidies also provided some support. Saxon clergymen were 

the wealthiest, Hungarians less so, and Romanians the 

poorest, so that the availability of Austrian state 

subsidies had political significance for the Romanians. 

Catholic and Orthodox practice gave great importance to the 

liturgy. This reinforced the influence of the respective 

church's clergy, but also encouraged popular devotional 

practices that occasionally brought the different religions 
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together. Economic advancement and literacy had 

a corrosive effect on religiosity and clerical influence, 

however. 

This period experienced the peak of the contest in the 

Catholic Church between liberal and opposing ultramontane 

tendencies. The Austrian absolutist regime ironically con­

cluded an alliance with the ultramontane church in 1855, the 

Concordat, but began a limited retreat from this policy in 

the following decade. Hungarian bishops were among the 

early opponents of the Concordat, who accurately saw in it a 

design to strengthen the political centralization of the 

empire with the help of the church. Individual Hungarian 

prelates, including Primate Scitovszky and Bishop Haynald of 

Transylvania, led the struggle against Austrian policies in 

the 1860s, while other, more circumspect bishops helped to 

pave the way for the Compromise. These conciliators among 

the bishops were assisted indirectly by the unfavorable 

attitude toward the centralist regime of some leading 

Catholic officials in Vienna. 

Bishop Haynald emerged as one of the most important 

leaders of the Hungarian opposition. He was able to build 

on the administrative privileges and traditions of autonomy 

of Transylvanian Catholicism. Haynald played a central role 

in the Hungarian boycott of the diet in 1863. Catholic 

influence at the Viennese court and the esteem which the 

Pope held for Haynald could only delay his dismissal from 

office. The Catholics of the Szekler district of Csik 
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provided a political and religious base for the daring 

opposition of the local Catholic clergy to the government. 

Piety and patriotism were strikingly intermingled for the 

people. 

The religious division within Transylvanian Romanian 

society was more significant than historians have generally 

recognized. Only with great difficulty were bishops and 

clergy able to engineer national unity on key political 

issues. Where Greek Catholics and Orthodox resided in the 

same village, politically and religiously inspired rivalry 

repeatedly gave rise to conversions or scandal. Greek 

Catholics lived primarily in the counties, where social and 

ethnic resentment toward the Hungarian nobility was a 

powerful motivating force. The center of Orthodox life was 

the Fundus Regius. Romanians in this region were more 

economically secure, less militant in their attitude toward 

the Hungarians and comparatively circumspect in their 

comportment toward their Saxon neighbors due to considera­

tions of political strategy. The combative Greek Catholic 

Metropolitan Sterca-Sulutiu and shrewdly calculating 

Orthodox Bishop $aguna complemented the orientation of 

their respective constituencies. Regardless of other 

differences, however, the churches had difficulty averting 

the Magyarization of impoverished Romanian parishes in the 

Szekler region. 

The liberal-ultramontane split among Catholics had its 

counterpart in the even older conflict within the Romanian 
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Greek Catholic Church between a "Latinizing" or pro-Roman 

orientation and a patriotic-populist tradition which 

defended the eastern rite vis a vis Rome and advocated a 

greater role for synods in order to increase lay influence. 

Sterca-~ulutiu was the only metropolitan to represent the 

latter tendency. Ecclesiastic controversy over $ulutiu 

explains why historians have devoted little attention to his 

career. He alienated Hungarians, Vienna and Rome, but 

nevertheless achieved significant political and ecclesiastic 

concessions from the latter two. He made a significant 

contribution to the Romanians' political struggle in the 

counties, to the granting of electoral reform and to the 

Romanian successes in 1863. 

Romanian Greek Catholics in 1853 attained independence 

from the Hungarian-led Roman Catholic episcopate. Analogous 

movements took place among the Romanian Orthodox, Hungarian 

Roman Catholics, and smaller groups of Hungarian Reformed 

and Armenian Catholics. $aguna successfully led the strug­

gle for separation from the Serbian Orthodox hierarchy. 

Haynald failed in his project for a Transylvanian archdio­

cese with titular authority over Hungarians in the Princi­

palities, although he made an energetic argument about the 

threat to the church of Romanian Orthodox and Hungarian 

Reformed proselytism. Separatist attempts by Reformed mis­

sionary M&rton Czelder 1n the Principalities and Armenian 

pastor Kristof Lukacsi in Szamosujvar serve to confirm the 

strong association of ethnic and religious identity in this 
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period. 

One general conclusion of the study is the difficulty 

of separating religion and politics, and even more especial-

ly the churches from politics. As Pedro Ramet points out 

with respect to current Eastern Europe, "A truly apolitical 

church is virtually inconceivable, since as soon as one 

moves from liturgical rites to religious teaching, one is in 
1 

the domain of social interests." The social interests of 

church leaders derive not only from the churches' doctrines, 

but also from the property administered by the bishops, 

their hierarchical responsibilities, and an awareness of the 

desires of their people. Apolitical religiosity among 

Christians is a misnomer because it implies, at the least, 

the acceptance of the inevitably political leadership of the 

hierarchy. People tend to make religion meaningful in their 

lives by relating its teaching not only to existential 

questions but to society as a whole. There is a necessary 

relationship with politics. But religious politics is never 

"mere" politics. It is difficult to extricate, for 

instance, the various motivations of a Christian who 

believes his religion will better prosper as the result of 

certain reforms, or who follows the secular leadership of 

his bishops, albeit it is justified in religious or moral 

terms. 

The conditions under which Haynald, Sulutiu and Saguna 

1. Ramet, Cr_gs!? 9,nd ~ommissar~_ The Politics of Religion 
jn ~9stern ~u~~£_~ 9,nd the USSR (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1987), 180. 
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could assume the role of ethnic and political leaders or 
2 

"Balkan bishops" were different in each case. Haynald's 

education and training as ecclesiastic functionary provided 

him with close ties to the rest of the Hungarian Catholic 

episcopate, Hoffahigkeit and compatibility with the 

aristocracy. His elevation to leadership in provincial 

politics as the spokesman of Transylvania's union with 

Hungary was largely due to the constitutional privileges 

attached to his office. The international position of the 

church also worked in his favor, both because of his stature 

in Rome and the delicacy of the Catholic question in the 

Viennese court. The personalities of ~ulutiu and $aguna 

complemented the social structure of their constituencies. 

With respect to the ruling elities, $ulutiu was condemned to 

the role of an outsider. By contrast, $aguna came from a 

merchant family in central Hungary not far from Haynald's 

hometown, studied at the University of Pest together with 

the future minister Eotvos, and enjoyed more cordial rela-

tions than $ulutiu with both Haynald and E6tv6s. Romanian 

bishops had indeed been national leaders for centuries, and 

would continue to be so until the end of Hungarian rule. 

Roman Catholics were most intimately tied to the 

2. Charles J. Slovak, "J. D. Strossmayer as a Balkan 
Bishop," Balkan Studies 18 (1967). 121-44. Slovak's model 
of "Balkan bishop" is the Montenegrin prince-bishops who 
were simultaneously political and religious leaders; he also 
notes that the Ottoman millet system led to a union of the 
two functions. Though he cites Saguna as a further example, 
it is evident that circumstances in the Habsburg monarchy 
were very different, despite certain similarities. 
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Habsburg state, and their nominal internationalism was best 

suited to highlight the conflict between religious orthodoxy 

and liberalism in this study. Ultramontanes and liberal 

Catholics were closer in ideology than the conflict between 

conservatives and liberals in secular politics would lead 

one to suspect, but represented phenomena analogous to their 

secular counterparts. They found their counterparts in all 

of the churches in Transylvania. Among committed churchmen, 

the problem of declining religiosity prompted a conservative 

response and a liberal one: either the spirit of the times 

was to blame, and should be fought more effectively; or 

alienation from religion was attributed to outmoded struc-

tures of authority in the church, which should be modified 

along liberal lines. 

The newly appointed Archbishop of Kalocsa, Lajos 

Haynald, declared in November, 1867 "that we are living 1n 

the age of reforms, which can no more be avoided in the 
3 

ecclesiastical, than in the political arena." All 

churches experienced this "age of reform" in the 1860s. 

The central issue of the religious reform movements was the 

administration of the economic and especially educational 

affairs of the churches by the religious communities 

themselves. The Habsburg state had taken over control of 

these affairs in the eighteenth century; laity and clergy, 

liberals and ultramontanes within the churches sought to end 

3. Statement to the Hungarian Bishops' Conference, 
November 7, 1867, cited by Jen6 T6r6k, 345. 
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this tutelage. Movements for the establishment of consti-

tutional statutes concerning economic and school administra-

tion achieved success for the Saxon Lutherans in 1861, the 

Romanian Orthodox in 1868, the Hungarian Reformed in 1868, 

and the Hungarian Roman Catholics in 1873. The "Organic 

Statute" approved for the Romanian Orthodox and the "Status 

Catholicus" of the Roman Catholics conceded a degree of lay 

influence in Transylvania unrivalled elsewhere in these 
4 

churches. The most popular synodal movement of 

all, among Romanian Greek Catholics, ultimately failed due 

to the opposition of the Holy See and Austrian and Hungarian 

governments. 

The findings of this study confirm four of Pedro 

Ramet's conclusions concerning religion and politics in 

Eastern Europe today. He wrote that: l. Change in society 

creates pressure for change within religious organization; 

2. Religious organizations are a powerful threat to weak 

regimes in ethnically heterogeneous societies; 3. Relations 

between church and state are not monolithic, but charac-

terized by tactical alliances of factions within each; 4. 

Churches design their policies with a view toward institu-
5 

tional needs as they see them. 

Nationalism and liberalism penetrated the churches like 

the societies of which they were a part. Before it regained 

4. Pacurariu, Istoria bisericii ortodoxe romane, III, 
94-7; Konrad Szimto~-l\.-}(9!9Ji~Q.§-~:§"g_yhaz tortenete, II 
(Budapest: Ecclesia, 1985), 414. 

5. Ramet, 186-94. 
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its equilibrium through the enactment of the Ausgleich, 

the Habsburg state passed through a weakened transition 

stage during which the ethnic churches were important rival 

centers of power, especially in Transylvania. This study 

highlights many instance of factionalism within the Roman 

Catholic, Greek Catholic and Orthodox Churches. Austrian 

bureaucrats found welcome allies against Haynald among some 

of his conservative or Austrophile clergy, not to mention 

Sulutiu and his group among Romanian Greek Catholics. 

Against the latter, Primate Scitovszky and Bishop Haynald 

discretely took the side of the Hungarophile wing of the 

Romanian clergy. All sides, of course, appealed to the Holy 

See. Factionalism was less evident under the disciplined 

regime of Bishop Saguna, but he did at times discipline 

nationalist clergymen of whose militance he disapproved. 

Certainly, no bishops lost sight of their institutional 

goals: with respect to proselytism, hierarchical indepen­

dence, state subsidies, and of course the role of patriotic 

leadership. The traditional religiosity of social con­

formism was in decline. Consequently religion took on a 

more voluntaristic note, as individuals made conscious 

choices in view of their ethnic identity and political 

preferences. This change in religiosity was an incentive 

for the clergy to legitimate itself in patriotic terms. 

Robert C. Binkley characterized the two decades between 

the defeat of the revolutions of 1848 and German unification 

as "the era of federative polity" in Central Europe. 

564 



Conservatives such as Lord Acton and moderate liberals such 

as Jozsef Eotvos warned against the threat that the absolute 

claims of the national state posed to local, ethnic and 

religious autonomies. According to these thinkers, the form 

of state that best guaranteed personal and cultural indivi-

duality as well as the essential unity of European civiliza-

tion would be a federation. Binkley argues that the state-

craft of Austria in particular, in seeking to buttress the 

German federation but also prevent the nationalist atomiza-

tion of its own empire, was the most concrete expression of 
6 

this thinking. The considerable vitality and appeal 

of ecclesiastic polities in the period portrayed in this 

study confirms this insight. The triumph of the national 

state was not only not inevitable, but in the case of 

Hungary the church autonomy that many of the nationalities 

attained in the 1860s helped to moderate the victory of 

Hungarian nationalism in 1867. 

6. Robert c. Binkley, Realism and Nationalism, 1852-
1871 (New York: Harper & Row--, 19351~ 
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