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Greek Merchants, Their Wives, and Transiency of
Migration in Eighteenth-Century Hungary

Akiyama Shingo'

In diaspora studies, the dispersed Greek population has been recognized as one of the “classical”
diasporas, along with the Jews and the Armenians. From the epoch-making international
congress on the Hellenic diaspora® up to a recently published collection of works,” the phrase
“Greek diaspora” has been applied in almost all the cases from antiquity to modern times. The
wandering Odysseus and the refugees after World War II (and probably the young emigrants
responding to the euro crisis of the 2010s) constitute examples of the diasporicity of the Greeks.
The Greek merchants who increased their numbers and influence over the local and international
economy in eighteenth-century Central and Eastern Europe, especially Hungary after the peace
of Passarowitz concluded in 1718, are often referred to as a “diaspora” as well." We consider this
application of the word too broad, however. In this paper, we would like to discuss the
diasporicity of the Greek merchants in Hungary, especially before naturalization in 1774, by
investigating the transiency of their stay and the role of their wives.

William Safran defines diasporas as “expatriate minority communities” (1) that have been
dispersed from an original “center”; (2) that retain a collective memory, vision, or myth about
their homeland; (3) that feel themselves not fully accepted by their host society; (4) that consider
their homeland to be a place to return to eventually; (5) that have the will to commit to the
maintenance and restoration of their homeland; and (6) whose relationship with the homeland
helps consolidate their consciousness and solidarity.” According to this definition, the most
important features of diasporas are their dispersal and, above all, their attachment to their
homeland. This homeland-centered definition of diasporas can be criticized, however, because
“decentered, lateral connections may be as important as those formed around a teleology of
origin/return.” In particular, explains James Clifford, the “centering of diasporas around an axis
of origin and return overrides the specific local interactions (identifications and “dis-
identifications,” both constructive and defensive) necessary for the maintenance of diasporic

. 7 . . .
social forms.”" Rogers Brubaker, moreover, comments on the definition of diasporas,
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4 For example, Seirinidou, Vasiliki: The ‘Old’ Diaspora, the ‘New’ Diaspora, and the Greek Diaspora in the
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Vasilios (szerk.): Gordg orokség. A Gorgg Ortodox Diaszpdra Magyarorszdagon a XVII-XIX. szizadban. Budapest, 2009.

5 Safran, William: Diasporas in Modern Societies: Myths of Homeland and Return. Diaspora 1(1), 1991. pp. 83—-84.

6 Clifford, James: Diaspora. Cultural Anthropology 9 (3), 1994. p. 300.

7 Idem, p. 322.
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emphasizing the importance of “boundary-maintenance” that makes it possible for the concerned
community to keep its own identity. That is, “the interesting question, and the question relevant
to the existence of a diaspora, is to what extent and in what forms boundaries are maintained by

second, third, and subsequent generations.”

For Brubaker, however, the more crucial thing is to
think of diaspora, community, and identity “not in substantialist terms as a bounded entity, but
rather as an idiom, a stance, a claim.”” If we follow Brubaker’s concept of diaspora, it would be
senseless to ask whether the Greek merchants in Hungary constituted a diaspora or not. In any
case, before asking this question, we have to ask another question: Were the Greeks who
controlled the commerce of the mid-eighteenth-century Carpathian Basin dispersed from their
homeland? Moreover, did they constitute a community abroad?

In order to investigate these questions, we focus on the role of the wives of the Greek
merchants in Hungary. The importance of the roles of women in the migration process has been
analyzed in gender studies and migration studies."” Among the various functions of female
migrants, we concentrate our attention on the role of women in community building and, thus,
their impact on the permanence/transiency of migration."

In studies of Greek communities and their enterprises, it has been emphasized that their
activities were broadly based on family ties. For example, Katerina Papakonstantinou shows how
the Pondikas family members organized their business between Pest and the Bulgarian town of
Pazardzhik in the second half of the eighteenth century.” In addition, scholars studying the
Greeks of the Mediterranean have observed that Greek-owned shipping firms were heavily based
on strong family and common-island ties, and in enterprises of this type, women played a crucial
role in enhancing solidarity and strengthening ties."” Concerning the Greeks of eighteenth-century
Hungary, although it has been reported in several studies that the Habsburg authorities insisted
that the Ottoman merchants lived together with their wives and children," it remains unknown
where the wives resided and what significance this had on the transiency/permanence of the
Greek merchants in Hungary. The purpose of this paper is to investigate these questions,
analyzing the registration of Ottoman merchants carried out in 1769 in the Heves and Exterior-

Szolnok county (hereinafter Heves conuty)."”
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Duration of migration

To begin, let us examine how many years the Greek merchants had resided in Heves
county. In 1769, 173 Greek merchants were registered. Ninety of them were master-merchants
(quaestor), 10 of them were partners (consocius), 35 were journeymen (sodalis), 36 were
apprentices (tyro), and two were servants (servus). The average age of the members was 31.28
years. Naturally, the oldest were the master-merchants (on average, 31.34), whose age extended
from 19 to 70 years of age. The youngest journeyman was 15, the eldest 41 (on average, 23.34).
The apprentices consisted of lads under 20, the youngest being 8 years of age (on average, 14.80).

The register records the first time each merchant entered Hungary. Thus, we can calculate
the duration of their residence in Hungary. The eatliest case, Nicolaus Turnaj, who came from
the Bulgarian town of Tarnovo and was living in Gyongy6s, crossed the border in 1721, at the
age of 15, at the checkpoint of Brassé (today Brasov) in Transylvania. Including Turnaj, six
merchants stayed in Hungary for more than 40 years. On average, the master-merchants had
resided there for 20.99 years, the journeymen 8.97 years, and the apprentices 2.38 years. In
general, they remained in Hungary for 14.56 years.
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Graph 1. Greek merchants’ duration of residence in Heves county

We can also calculate the age of the Greeks when they have arrived at the Hungarian
border for the first time. Two babies aged less than one year entered Hungary in 1740: Petrus
Hati, from Moscopole (today Voskopojé in southern Albania), and Staphanus Rali, from
Tarnovo. After 29 years, in 1769, both ran their own businesses, Hati in Gyongy6s trading in
Turkish goods (cum mercibus Turcicis), Rali in Paszt6 dealing in textiles, rope, and salt which

had purchased in Hungary (mercibus in Hungaria reperibilibus utpote tela, fune, sale et his
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similibus quaestum exercet). Although it is not possible to discern how Hati and Rali traveled,
almost all those who crossed the border under the age of 20 were brought by their elders. For
instance, in 1740, 11-year-old Joannes Kota went across the Danube at Zimony (today Zemun)
with older Greeks (eductus per seniores graecos), and Nicolaus S6ter was 12 years old when he
arrived in Zimony with his father. The majority of merchants (73%) set foot on Hungarian soil

for the first time in their teens. The average age at arrival was 14.56 years of age.
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Graph 2. Greek merchants’ age of entry into Hungary (Heves county)

Another example, the cases of the Greeks in Bihar county show similar features. As the
register of Bihar does not include data for apprentices, the average age in 1769 (41.90) and the
duration of residence (24.44) are a little higher and longer. Of these individuals, 51% came to
Hungary in their teens, at an average age of 16.84 years."

We can conclude that the Greek merchants arrived in their early youth, probably as

apprentices or journeymen, and they subsequently played an active part in commerce in Hungary.

Bonds of family?

The register of Heves includes partial information about how, or with whom, these men
came to Hungary. As we saw above, most of those who came to Hungary in their teens were
brought by older merchants, that is, they traveled with caravans, while some young boys made
the trip with their fathers, mothers, or brothers. However, such a bond did not always mean
family members lived together in the same town. In Heves county, we can observe several cases

in which a corporation (societas) included some family members. For example, Antonius Kozma,

16 MOL. C42. 16.cs, 211-224/1770 (the register of Greeks of Bihar county).
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who came to Hungary as a 17-year-old in 1760 from Moscopole with his brother, worked under
his brother Constantinus Kozma as a journeyman in 1769 in Gyéngy6s. Georgius Pal brought his
two sons, 21-year-old Joannes and 16-year-old Georgius, from the Macedonian town of Kozani
in 1766. Three years later, the two young men were working in Gyéngy0s as journeymen for their
father.

By contrast, in many cases children lived in a town other than that of the relatives who had
brought them. Fourteen-year-old Theodorus Naum arrived in Gyongyos to work under
Demetrius Todor as an apprentice, being accompanied by his brother, who lived in Vienna.
Similarly, a Gyongyosian journeyman named Joannes Pap had a brother, Christophorus, in
Prague, who brought him to Hungary; Georgius Kalo, a farm contractor (arendator praedii) in
Fegyvernek, had arrived there with his parents, who lived in Szentendre. Some parents did not
even remain in the Habsburg monarchy. For instance, Antonius Bendela’s mother went back to
Macedonia (in Turciam jam reversa) after she had left her 12- year-old son in Gy6ngy0s.

It is certain that they kept close ties with one another, even if their places of residence were
dispersed. For example, when the Hungarian authorities asked whether he intended to remain
there or to go back to his homeland, Cosma Presula, a 30-year-old journeyman in Gyongyos,
said, “as being unmarried, I cannot decide it without asking the opinion of my brother, who lives
in Poland.” However, these ties by blood did not play a more decisive role in their economic
activities than their ties to the land. A Gyoéngyosian corporation led by Constantinus Moska
consisted of seven members whose family names differed from each other (Moska, Rali, Sapuna,
Sari, Urete, Zembovics, and the above-mentioned Presula). Six of them, however, did come from
same Macedonian town, Moscopole, and one from Kastrol. Another example is Constantin
Alexander, who employed as apprentices two boys, 11-year-old Georgius Dimon and 10-year-old
Georgius Trandafil, who had been brought from his native town, Kozani. Naturally, there were
also corporations in which only a slight relationship among its members was observable.
Stephanus Demeter, who came from Tarnovo, employed four teenage apprentices at his store
(fornix): three Rascians (rascianus) from the Hungarian towns of Komarom and Tokaj, and one
Wallachian (valachus) boy from Brassé in Transylvania.

It follows from what has been said above that the residence forms and the economic
activities of the Greek merchants did not depend exclusively on their family ties. Such
multiformity shows that the Greek migrants in Hungary had not constituted a stable structure as

a community at that point.

Loci of wife and family

We therefore need to examine what kinds of ties did bind the Greek migrants to each
other. Several works have drawn attention to the importance of the “Compagnia,” which
functioned as a kind of merchant guild. In the mid-eighteenth century, there were seven

Compagnias in Hungary: Tokaj, Miskolc, Gyongy6s, Eger, Diészeg (today Diosig), Kecskemét,



VII. EVFOLYAM 1. SZAM 2013. januar 10.

and Ujvidék (today Novi Sad).” By maintaining particular networks within and over the
boundaries of towns or counties, the Compagnia gave a basic framework to the life of the Greek
migrants,'® but we will not examine this in detail in this paper. Rather, because we are concerned
here with the connections between migrants and their homelands, we will concentrate on the
problem of wives.

The register of Heves recorded whether the Greeks were married or unmarried. According
to its records, 50 of them were married, 68 unmarried, 5 widowers, and 50 unknown. Among the
unknowns, the columns of all the apprentices (36) were blank from the outset. Moreover, nine
journeymen and two master-merchants and two partners were teenagers. Thus, assuming that 48
of the unknowns were indeed unmarried, it is surmisable that two-thirds of the Greeks were
unmarried (67.78%), and 29.24% were married. Almost all married people were master-
merchants (48); there was only one married partner and one journeyman. Among the master-
merchants, half of them were married (53.33%). The document also records where the wives
lived, whether it was in Hungary with their husbands or in their homeland, Macedonia, Bulgaria
etc. The ratio was 14:34. That is, 70.83% of the married couples were living apart. Because of this
information, it is possible to reconstruct the typical life path of the Greek merchant. He departed
his homeland, Macedonia or Bulgaria, in his teens. After traveling to Hungary with older
merchants across the custom of Zimony or Brasso, he began work under a master-merchant as
an apprentice or journeyman. Probably in his thirties, he would return to his homeland as a
master-merchant, get married, and then depart again for Hungary, leaving his wife and children at
home. Therefore, it seems reasonable to say that the axis of the family ties of the Greek
merchants lay between Hungary and the homeland, not within Hungary.

The importance of family ties in their behavior appears more clearly in their responses to
the question asking whether they would remain permanently as subjects of the Hungarian
monarch or return to their homeland. As the Hungarian authorities placed conditions on them
bringing their family for settlement, many merchants mentioned the locus of their wives as the
reason for their decision. Among 48 married master-merchants, all 16 whose wives lived in
Hungary chose to remain, and 11 of the 34 whose wives were in their homeland intended to
return. By contrast, only ten merchants said that they would remain if their wives could come to
Hungary (si uxorem suam educere poterit). The reasons given by the rest (14) are unknown. That
is, just half of the married men intended to live in the place of residence of their wives.

The same tendency appears in the answers of unmarried men to the same question. Among
the journeymen and the apprentices, who were predominantly unmarried, only 11% and 8% of
them said they intended to remain (the reasons are unknown). In contrast, 51% and 36% of them

said they would return home. As stated above, family ties operated in both directions, affecting

17 Bur, Marta: Handelsgesellschaten-Organizationen der Kaufleute der Balkanlinder in Ungarn im 17.-18. Jh. Balkan
Studies 25(2), 1984. pp. 267-307.

18 For example, the members of the Compania of Kecskemét have been found not only in Jaszkun district
surrounding the town, but also in another seven counties: from Békés county in the east to Pozsony (today
Bratislava) in the west. Edit Petri: A kecskeméti gorog kereskedSk torténete a XVIII. Szazadban. Cumania 111, 1975.
pp. 34-36.
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both the decision to remain and to return, so these low percentages do not necessarily mean that
family ties took precedence over everything else. For example, the fact that among the master-
merchants, there were no significant differences between the answers of the married and the
unmarried (66% of the married and 59% of the unmarried master-merchants intended to remain)
could be interpreted to mean that their higher social status and average age and their broader
business sphere were more decisive factors than family ties. However, further research is required
on this.

We limit here the discussion to emphasizing the importance of place of residence of family
members. As in the case of Thomas Popovics, who lived in Mezétur for 21 years dealing in
various Turkish and Hungarian goods with one journeyman and who declared that he intended
to return to Macedonia because of his mother (Redibit post Matrem in Macedoniam), the loci of
family had undeniable gravity. The family ties functioning here were not restricted to the migrant
land but rather crossed the boundaries between Hungary and Macedonia.

From what we have discussed above, we want to present following hypothesis: Before
settlement in Hungary around 1774, Greek migrant society there did not constitute a continuous
community of a diaspora, being simply a temporary and loose agglomeration. It is inferred that
after settlement, the Greeks of Hungary began to form a sustainable community. Thus, a further
direction of this study will be to analyze more precisely their sociabilité, or social network, and to

trace its changes after settlement in the 1770s.
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Forced resettlements of residents and population exchanges in
Baranya County, Hungary, after WWII

— Based on Interview surveys in Fand V —

Yamamoto Akiyo'

In Hungary during the Second World War, besides the tragic episode of Jewish residents sent to
extermination camps, the people experienced numerous forced resettlements including the forced
resettlement of German residents, influx of Székely refugees and population exchanges between
Hungary and Czechoslovakia as the war reached its conclusion and proceeded into the postwar
era. Triggered by the change of regime of 1989, researchers began to look seriously into the
forced resettlement of residents and population exchanges.” Since about 2006, attempts have
been made to unearth the history of forced resettlements in various regions by minority
autonomous organizations in these regions as a way of commemorating the sixtieth anniversary
of the forced resettlements.” It is necessary to collect as many witness accounts as possible in
order to elucidate the problems of forced resettlements during World War II before those who
actually experienced forced resettlement lose their varied memories. Besides efforts to elucidate
individual forced resettlements, it is also necessary to survey and examine the connections
between multiple forced resettlements and the circumstances surrounding the local communities
that experienced them.' Through this work, it will hopefully be possible to gain clues to help
prevent a reoccurrence of the tragedies that occur through forced resettlement.

With this sort of concern in the problem, in this study, I discuss the manner in which
multiple forced resettlements were carried out in the postwar period and the nature of the
problems that they brought to those involved and to regional society, focusing on Baranya
County, where three separate forced resettlements were implemented, namely, the forced
resettlement of German residents referred to as Svabok, influx of Székely refugees and
population exchange between Hungary and Czechoslovakia. After first pointing out the

connections between the three forced resettlements in Baranya Country after the war, I examine

L PhD, Professor, Nagoya City University. A Japan-Magyar Balkan Kutatécsoport japan oldali vezetje.

2 A leading researches is as follows. Toth Agnes: Hazatértek. A németorszdgi kitelepitéshil visszatért magyarorszdgi németek
megprobiltatdsainak emlékezete. Gondolat, Budapest, 2008.; Kugler Jozsef: Lakossdgesere a Délkelet-Alfoldon. Osiris-MTA
Kisebbségkutaté Mihely, Budapest, 2000.; Vadkerty Katalin: .4 Kitelepitéstil a Reszlovakizdcidig: trildgia a csehszlovikiai
magyarsag 1945-1948 kizotti torténetérdl. Kalligram, Pozsony, 2001.

3 One of these example is as follows. Simonné Rummel Erzsébet (szerk.): Isten veled sziil6féldem. Emlékfiizet:
készilt a bakonynanai németek eltzetésének és a szlovakiai magyarok betelepitésének 60. évforduldja tiszteletére.
Bakonynana Német Nemzetiségi Onkormanyzata, Bakonynana, 2008.

4 There are a small number of research about the connection among forced migrations in Hungary after WWIIL. A
leading research is as follows. Toth Agnes: Telepitések Magyarorszagon 1945-1948 kizitt: a németek kitelepitése, a belsé
népmozgdsok és a szlovik-magyar lakossdgesere iss3efiiggései. Bacs-Kiskun Megyei Onkorményzat Levéltira, Kecskemét,
1993.; Do6vény Zoltan-Szalai Gabor: A midsodik vilaghaborat koveté migracidk hatisa a dél-dunantali lokalis
kozosségekre. In: Kupa Laszlo (szerk.): Gorbe hdttal: interemikus konfliktusok Kozép-Eurdpiban a miiltban és jelenben.
Viragmandula, 2011.
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the content of the interview surveys conducted in February 2012. In the interview surveys, I also
asked the participants about their lives after returning home and resettlement; in this study,
however, due to length limitations, I will proceed with the discussion limited to the course of the

forced resettlement and subsequent abscondence.

1. Forced resettlement and population exchange in Baranya County

Following the withdrawal of the Ottoman army at the end of the 17" century, many
Germans and, though fewer in number, Slovakians resettled in the area region west of the
Danube River, where Baranya County is located. The region west of the Danube River
surrounded by the Danube River, the Drava and Lake Balaton is referred to Schwibische Tiirkei
and villages where German residents lived stretched out in the form of a band. That corresponds
to Tolna, Somogy and Baranya Counties of Hungary as well as a portion of Croatia and,
according to the national census of 1941, the German-speaking population accounted for 75.2%
of the total population of Voélgység District in Tolna County as well as 66% of Pécsvarad District
and 64.9% of Villany District in Baranya County.” Not only did many German residents live in
the three counties but because [o/ksbund and other German organizations were vigorously active
during the wartime era, the forced resettlement concentrated on residents of German descent

after the war. The number of the deported German minorities tabulate as follows.

prefecture \ year 1946 1947 1948 Total
Baranya 7,066 4,189 9,264 20,519
Somogy - - 4,999 4,999
Tolna 15,992 8,853 13,431 38,276
Total 23,058 13,042 27,694 63,794

Table 1: The number of the deported German minorities in transdanube prefecutures
Source: Dovényi Z. — Szalai G. 2011.

Of the 220,000 to 250,000 residents nationwide who were subjected to forced resettlement
to Germany, the largest number originated in Tolna County. According to the 1941 national
census of Hungary, there were 71,917 German speaking residents in Tolna County, accounting
for 26.4% of the total population, and there were 54,683 ethnic Germans.’ In addition, in
Baranya County, there were 105,556 German speaking residents (34.5% of the total population)

5 Az 1941. évi népszdmlalis: demogrdfiai adatok kizgségek szerint. Kozponti Statisztikai Hivatal, Budapest, 1947. p. 489, p.
639.
6 1bid., p. 639.
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and 78,848 ethnic Germans. In spite of having the largest population of German residents in the
nation, there were few who were subjected to forced resettlement. The reason is that, due to the
many small-scale villages in Baranya County, they were not able to expel more residents from
single villages.” In addition, since a number of cities in Tolna County were looked upon as centers
of Nazi German supporters, |olksbund and other residents with pro-German sentiments, more
residents were subjected to forced resettlement.”

According to the 1941 national census, there were only 347 Slovak speaking residents in
the region southwest of the Danube River, which was the region with the smallest number of
Slovak speaking residents anywhere nationwide. Subsequent to the agreement reached in
February 1946 by the governments of Hungary and Czechoslovakia for the implementation of
population exchanges, residents desiring to resettle in Slovakia were recruited, resulting in 873
applicants for resettlement from the region southwest of the Danube River.” It is noteworthy that
the number of applicants was greater than the number of Slovak speaking residents. According to
the 1941 national census, there were 230 Slovak speaking residents (0.1% of the total population)
and 80 ethnic Slovakians in Baranya County."

After the expulsion of German residents from the country for resettlement in Germany,
06,209 and 7,181 residents of Hungarian descent from southern Slovakia resettled in Baranya
County and Tolna County, respectively.'' These two counties had the highest number of
resettling residents of anywhere nationwide. The reason why more people of Hungarian descent
from southern Slovakia resettled in these two counties is as indicated below. There was a total of
71,215 residents who voluntarily moved from all areas of Hungary to Czechoslovakia through
population exchange and there were 85,436 arrivals in Hungary, greatly exceeding the number of
those leaving the country.'” The Hungarian Government Resettlement Committee notified all
counties that it would be necessary to accept resettling Hungarian residents throughout all areas
nationwide since it was not possible to satisfy the needs of the Hungarian residents expected to
resettle given the scale of land and living infrastructure left behind by Slovakian residents who
resettled in Slovakia through the population exchange.” Besides the disparity in the number of
those leaving and those newly arriving, the majority of the Hungarian residents of Slovakia

owned land and homes while many of those moving to Slovakia were young in age and possessed

7 Doévény Z. — Szalai G. 2011. p.116.

8 Bank Barbara-Oze Sandor: A ,német iigy” 1945-1953: a Volksbundtsl Tiszalikig. Magyarorszagi Németek Orszagos
Onkormanyzata, Budapest, 2005. pp. 84-89.

9 1bid., p.124.

10 Az 1941. évi népszamlalds, pp. 488-489.; Kugler Jozsef: A felvidéki magyarok magyarorszagi letelepitése. In:
Molnar Imre-Szarka Laszlé (szerk.), Otthontalan emlékezet. Emlékkinyy a csehszlovik -magyar lakossagesere 60. évforduldjdra.
MTA Kisebbségkutaté Intézet-Kecskés Laszlo Tarsasag, Komarom, 2007. p. 124.

11 Laszlé Péter: Febérlaposok: Adalékok a magyar-csebszlovik lakossagesere-egyezmeényhez. N olgységi Tajkutaté Alapitvany.
Szekszard, 2005. p. 99.

12 Laszlé Péter: Felvidéki magyarok a Dunantdlon. In: Molnar 1.-Szarka L. (szerk.): Otthontalan emlékezet.
Emlékkonyv a csehszlovak-magyar lakossagesere 60. évforduldjara, MTA Kisebbségkutatd Intézet-Kecskés Laszld
Tarsasag, Komarom, 2007. p. 73.

13 Ibid., p.74.
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few assets and, therefore, more land and homes were necessary for those resettling.14 Thus, the
forced resettlement of German residents was further boosted in Baranya County in order to be
able to accept Hungarian residents resettling from Slovakia.

In addition to this forced resettlement and population exchanges, Székely refugees arrived
in the area west of the Danube River including Baranya County as the war was reaching its
conclusion. The Székely settled in Transylvania for frontier defense from the 10" to the 13"
centuries and a portion of them moved from Transylvania to Bukovina, which straddles the
present-day national boundaries of Romania and Ukraine, during the latter half of the 18"
century. In May 1941, the Hungarian and Romanian governments agreed to the resettlement of
Székely residing in Bukovina and, by the autumn of 1941, 2,928 Székely families in Bukovina,
consisting of 13,198 individuals, were resettled in Backa in the northern part of Serbia, which was
ceded by Hungary. Other data indicates that there were 3,279 families and 14, 803 individuals."

The Hungarian government issued a law on October 6, 1944, ordering eviction from
military zones due to attacks by the Soviet military and re-invasion by the German military, which
had started in the Balkan Peninsula, and Zala and Vas Counties were named as candidates as a
new area for the permanent settlement of the Székely. Early in 1945, it was decided that the land
of persons who were deemed to be war criminals could be used for the purpose of accepting
persons for resettlement and, in the spring of 1945, the Székely, who were refugees from Backa,
began resettling on the land of German residents in Tolna and Baranya Counties. German
residents were forced to relinquish their land and homes for the permanent settlement of Székely
refugees prior to their expulsion out of the country and to move elsewhere in the same village or
to neighboring areas.

As indicated above, immediately after the end of WWII, the forced resettlement of
German residents, the population exchange between Hungary and Czechoslovakia and the
resettlement of Székely refugees were all linked together in Baranya County. German residents
were driven from their own land and homes in order to be able to implement a policy of
acceptance domestically in Hungary of both Székely refugees and persons of Hungarian descent
through population exchange. The forced resettlement of German residents of Hungary and the
forced resettlement of Hungarian residents of Slovakia were both implemented under the pretext
of “war criminals” and, as the underlying foundation of these programs, both governments had
the intention of planning the reconstruction of their postwar nations through the formation of a
single nation-state made possible through the expulsion of minorities from the country and
ethnic cleansing,'®

The plans of both governments, however, were not realized through the forced
resettlement policies. A portion of the Slovakians who voluntarily resettled from Hungary to

southern Slovakia did not remain permanently settled there but returned again. As indicated in

14 Vadkerty Katalin: A csehszlovak-magyar lakossagcsere hivatalos szlovak értékelése. - Régid 4. évf. 3. sz. 1993. p.
121.

15 Dévény Z. — Szalai G. 2011. p. 111.

16 Ther, Philipp-Siljak, Ana (eds.): Redrawing Nations: Ethnic Cleansing in East-Central Eurgpe, 1944-1948, Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers, Lanham, Boulder, New York, Oxford, 2001.
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the interview survey, most residents of German descent who were driven out of the country also
took flight and returned again, not necessarily culminating in the results that the government had
intended. We will thus observe the realities of this forced resettlement based on the actual

experiences of those minority residents who were subjected to forced resettlement.

2. Interview surveys in F and V, Baranya County

In February 2012, I conducted interview surveys of persons who actually experienced
postwar forced resettlement in FF and V in Baranya County. In undertaking the surveys, I received
introductions and guidance from Dr. Péter Reményi of the University of Pécs and his father, Mr.
Ott6 Reményi, to both of whom I am very grateful. I would like now to provide an introduction
to the content of the survey and examine the problems areas that emerged from the experiences
of forced resettlement.

F is a village with a population of 209 (as of January 2010) located in a valley in the East
Mecsek Mountains in the southeastern portion of Baranya County.'” There are extant records
indicating that it was the territory of a monastery in the 1370s but the village was completely
destroyed in the war with Ottoman forces. After the withdrawal of the Ottoman army, Roman
Catholic Germans from Fulda Monastery in west central Germany settled there from 1725 until
about 1728. The population in 2000 was 307 and the population is declining. Most of the
residents speak German as their native language.

The village of V, in close proximity to F, has a population of 1,511 (as of January 2010).
The geographical environment resembles that of F. There are extant records relating to V dating
from the eatly half of the 14" century. Like F, it was devastated in the war with the Ottoman
army and, in about 1690 after their withdrawal, it was settled by Rac people. The first settlers
from Germany arrived in about 1748 and they gradually increased. The settlers arrived from the
Rhine River area, Sachsen region, Frankfurt and Fulda vicinity, and Austria. Following the forced
resettlement of German residents in the postwar era, the area was settled by 100 Székely refugee
families and 70 families from southern Slovakia."®

According to the national census of 1941, the village of F had a population of 774, of
which 440 declared themselves to be ethnic Germans and 741 said that they spoke German as
their native language.w Meanwhile, the population of V was 2,479 of which 1,784 declared
themselves to be ethnic Germans and 2,280 responded that German was their native language.
There were 938 residents who were subjected to forced resettlement from V, the second largest

number among local municipal governments in Baranya County.?’
g g y

17 Kremer, Elizabeth: Feked: Das Dorf und seine Einwobner. Fekedi Német Onkormanyzat, Feked, 2007. pp. 92-97.

18 V. Official Web Site.

19 Az 1941. évi népszamlalas, pp. 484-485.

20 Czibulka Zoltan (szerk.), A magyarorszdgi németek kitelepitése és az 1941. évi népszamialds. Magyar Statisztikai Tarsasag
Statisztikatorténeti Szakosztalya, Kézponti Statisztikai Hivatal Levéltara, Budapest, 2004. p. 310.
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In the case of F, accompanied by the mayor, I interviewed four Svibok of German®
descents who actually experienced forced resettlement and one Felvidéki resident™ resettling
from Slovakia who experienced population exchange. In V, I interviewed two persons who
experienced resettlement to Germany”, one who resettled through population exchange* and
one Székely refugee.”” T would like to express my appreciation once again to those recalled and
spoke about their harsh experiences as well as the mayor of I and the head of the elderly daycare
center of V who allowed me to conduct the surveys and provided a place for the interviews. I
introduce the experiences of persons involved in the forced resettlement and attempt an analysis
of the content of my interviews with nine persons with personal experiences divided into the
course of the forced resettlement, life in Germany, abscondence, population exchange and

Székely refugees.

3. Course of the forced resettlement

It was during the night of September 13, 1947, when we were taken away from F and sent
to Germany. We were given notice of our departure 30 minutes in advance and were only
allowed to take 20 kilograms of food, clothing and other daily necessities. We left behind all of
our livestock, food in storage, harvested products, household belongings and so forth. My elderly
father, who walks with a crutch due to an injury received in WWI, and mother were also taken
away. Thirty-six families were driven out of FF and we arrived in the Stuttgart area via the capital
city of Budapest.

The people who were subjected to expulsion from V to Germany all declared themselves
to be Hungarians in the national census.

At the time of the national census in 1940, we declared ourselves to be Hungarians who
spoke German as our native language but we were subjected to expulsion from F. That may be
because my father was on friendly terms with the Roman Catholic parish priest.

One day in 1947, the door was suddenly broken down and the people who came into the
house notified us that we were being sent to Germany. They noticed the wine that we had in the
house and we were ordered to taste it for poison. We were only given enough food to keep us
from starvation while on our journey.

My grandparents and parents were also driven out. My elderly grandparents ultimately
remained in Germany and died there. After my father absconded from Germany, he worked in
Austria. There apparently is a list of persons who were taken away from F on Saturday and also
those who were taken away on the next day, on Sunday, posted in the village. We were taken

away from F in a train freight car.

21 D. G.(born in 1925), T. S. (born in 1926), K. K. (born in 1925), L. H. (born in 1928).
22N. 1 (B. Z.) (born in 1938).

23 Z.F. (J. E) (born in 1922), Z. J. (E. A.) (born in 1928).

24 G. L(born in 1930).

25 E. L.(born in 1930).
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In village V, the departure to Germany occurred on September 17, 1947. We were to
depart one and a half hours later and were told to take our baggage and to gather at the station.
We traveled for a week in a freight car. Seventeen families were taken from V, all of whom had
declared themselves to be Hungarians in the national census.

Based on the interview surveys, we can see that forced resettlement of German residents
occurred on September 13, 1947, in F and on September 17 in V. In Hungary overall, the first
wave of forced resettlement was implemented between January to June 1946, affecting about
120,000 residents. The further forced resettlement of German residents became necessary in
order to guarantee the possibility of permanent settlement by Felvidékiek who arrived in Hungary
through population exchange.” The government of Hungary therefore pursued negotiations with
the U.S., which ended without success. However, since the Soviet Union recognized the
settlement of 50,000 German residents of Hungary in German territory where the Soviet Union
had occupied, forced resettlement resumed on August 19, 1947.7" Given this, it is clear that there
was a close relationship between the forced resettlement of German residents of F and V and the
resettlement of Felvidékiek.

In addition, when selecting persons to be forcibly resettled in Germany, those stipulated by
law to be subject to forced resettlement were Schutzstaffel members, members of olksbund and
other German organizations, and those who declared themselves to be ethnic Germans in the
national census of 1941. In both F and V, those persons subject to forced resettlement had all
declared themselves to be Hungarian. Categorizing the grounds for the forced resettlement of
German residents from Barcs in Somogy County by May 1947 indicates “native language” (282
people), “no grounds” (children, 19) and “V/o/ksbund member” (7).”* The grounds of the 282
people not only included native language but also other grounds in addition to native language.
In a breakdown, there were 153 ethnic Germans, 63 VVolksbund members and 55 ethnic Germans
who were also [olksbund members as well as 11 Schutzstaffel members. Although it is unclear how
many of the German residents of V and F subjected to forced resettlement were [ olksbund or
Schutzstaffel members, since residents of FF and V who were subjected to forced resettlement had
all declared themselves to be ethnic Hungarians in the national census, it is incomprehensible
why they were subjected to forced resettlement merely because they spoke German as their
native language.

The following witness account provides a clue in this respect. The person relating this
account said that having a close association with a clergyman was a factor in his forced
resettlement. Based on this, there is the possibility that the village authorities made arbitrary
decisions regarding those to be resettled. At the time of forced labor in the Soviet Union
implemented in F in December 1944, teachers, the village mayor and other villagers in positions
of authority acted in collusion to remove the names of wealthy persons from the list and selected

only persons living in poverty. Furthermore, given the fact that the forced resettlement to

26 Téth A. 1993. p. 176; Laszl6 P. 2005. p. 7.

27 Téth A. 1993. pp. 176-177.

28 Bagi Gaborné: Kitelepités, lakossdgesere Barcson 1944-48 izott. - Driva menti fiigetek. Drava Mizeum, Barcs, 1992. p.
18.
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Germany was intensified due to the need to secure land and homes for persons resettling in
Hungary, the possibility emerges that wealthier German residents who had poor relationships
with village authorities were selected.”” It is also necessary to examine the problem of the
selection of persons to be subjected to forced resettlement reflecting economic factors. One can
see from the witness accounts that the forced resettlement to Germany was put into practice
immediately after notification was issued and that only the least amount of baggage was

permitted.

4. Life in Germany

We resided in Lichtentanne near Zwickau for one year and a half. We were given a
residence upon our arrival but there was no furniture, no beds and no heating and we slept on
the floor. Since I was pregnant during the chill of February, the mayor came and I was given a
room with a bed but there was also no furniture in that house. The baby was born in March and
we used boards to make beds and desks. There were lamps but we had no stove or change of
clothes. My husband worked at the airport and, though he brought back home two slices of
bread and a small amount of food, there were no potatoes and no lard. Poverty almost killed us.
We moved close to Leipzig and, working in a neighboring village, we obtained an income. We
took our possessions and sold them to farming families and received food in exchange.

In Germany, we received a notification of work available in a copper mine but, thinking
that we would never again be able to return to our home village if we accepted the work there, we
decided not to go.

In Germany, there were one or two places where people from F lived but we kept in touch.
They lived in the same place and took flight together to return to our home village.

As indicated above, since the forced resettlement of German residents from F and V was
implemented in September 1947, they settled in that part of Germany occupied by the Soviet
Union. The people from F and V struggled under the harsh economic conditions and
environment of a defeated nation in which everything, food, clothing and homes, was inadequate.
In the witness accounts, they stated that the living environment was even more bitter since they
were taken to areas occupied by the Soviet Union rather than areas occupied by the U.S. To be
sure, there was a serious shortage of homes in the zone occupied by the U.S., but the U.S.
military government had implemented policies for coordinated acceptance.” On the other hand,

although improvised acceptance camps were set up in the Soviet Union occupied zone, the

29 Kremer, E. 2007. pp.107-110.

30 Schraut, Sylvia: Make the Germans Do It”: The refugee Problem in the American Zone of Post-war Germany. In:
Alfred J. Rieber (ed.), Forced Migration in Central and Eastern Europe, 1939-1950. Frank Cass, London, Portland,
Oregon, 2000. pp. 115-124.
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31

facilities were limited and sanitation conditions were also terrible.” This severe living

environment in Germany was a direct factor in their abscondence.

5. Abscondence

We were in a town located along the Mosel River and my father became hospitalized with
pneumonia. We had no shoes and, running away in sandals, we got off the train and crossed the
national boundary.

We managed to avoid starvation by stealing potatoes from the fields. We absconded in
order to avoid dying of hunger and attempted to cross the border between Germany and Austria
by train. The four of us companions hid in the restroom but were discovered.

I worked at a farm in the vicinity of Zwickau in East Germany near the border with
Czechoslovakia but then took flight. After entering Hungary, I was apprehended by the police
and spent eight days in jail in Budapest. When I was released from the jail, I was taken to the
town of Sopron near the national boundary in western Hungary and then further on to
Hegyeshalom on the border. From there, I crossed the river and returned to F on February 15. 1
couldn’t buy train tickets since I didn’t have any money but a German resident gave me money
for tickets as far as F. There were supposed to have been a relative of mine near F but it was a
woman I had never seen before.

Departing from Zwickau in the morning, I arrived in Leipzig at four o’clock in the
afternoon and looked for someone who would accept money to get me across the border. I
boarded the train at five o’clock in the morning and arrived in Passau near the Austrian border at
11 o’clock that night. I went to a church there but, since it was full of people fleeing from
Yugoslavia and Hungary, they did not take me in but I did receive a one-month supply of food.
Crossing the border, I entered Hungary and returned to Pécs from Budapest East Station. I went
to the home of my husband’s parents and lived there. No one was living in our original home and
the livestock was also there. It was in February 1949 that I returned to my home village.

Early in 1948, for relatives to shelter German residents who had been subjected to forced
resettlement but had then returned was looked upon as a problem in Baranya County and, as the
result of a report issued by the governor to the Communist Party administrative office, the
sheltering of persons subject to forced resettlement was prohibited.” As is also evident in the
witness accounts, many of those subjected to forced resettlement in both F and V eventually
returned. As the links that had been maintained by people from the same village who had lived in
Germany for a year and a half or more, they cooperated with one another when fleeing and, with
the support of churches that provided food and German residents who provided funds for

31 Schwartz, Michael: Refugee and Expellees in the Soviet Zone of Germans: Political and Social Problems of their
Integration, 1945-50. In: Rieber, Alftred J. (ed.): Forced Migration in Central and Eastern Europe. 2007. pp.139-174.
32 Fehér Istvan: A magyarorszagi németek kitelepitése, 1945-1950. Akadémiai Kiad6, Budapest, 1988, p. 158.
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travel expenses and so forth, one can see that support was available for the difficult task of

abscondence.

6. Population exchanges

I am the only Felvidéki currently living in F. I came to F together with my parents and
three siblings in October 1947 when I was nine years old. We brought livestock and household
belongings for the resettlement here. It would have been fine if, when we came to Hungary, we
had been able to settle down in the home of a resident who had resettled in Slovakia but we
resettled in the home of a Svab.

Along with the conclusion of WWII, southern Slovakia again became the territory of
Czechoslovakia and demands for the removal of Hungarians to the other side of the Danube
River gradually became stronger.” The view that Hungarians were war criminals became more
widely spread. As the war approached the end, there were no Hungarian language radio or
television stations or newspapers in Ujbars (Novy Tekov) in southern Slovakia. During the war,
no one was mobilized from my village to labor camps for forced labor; however, there was
forced labor mobilized to Léva (Levice), central city in the region. My father, who was a farmer,
went to war and was taken as prisoner of war by Russia. The Garam (Hron) region began a
frontline in the war for three months and I sought shelter, together with my mother and siblings,
into the vineyard hills. Coming back, the village had become burned-out ruins, Germans were
living in our house and our horses and other livestock and household belongings were all lost. In
November 1945, forty men were taken from the village to engage in farming labor in
Czechoslovakia. My older brother was also taken but he and all of the others fled and returned
later. There were no penalties upon their return. My father, who had been a prisoner of war in
Russia, returned home in September 1946. The village was occupied by the Czechoslovakian
military in February 1947 and twenty families from the village were forced to resettle in
Czechoslovakia under the pretext that they were “war criminals.” I wonder if it’s possible for
ordinary citizens to be called “war criminals.”

From March to April 1947, anxiety spread among the remaining Hungarian residents
regarding the treatment that they could expect. A so-called White Paper (Fehérlap) ordering the
forced resettlement of Hungarians was delivered on April 18. Members of the joint Hungary-
Slovakia committee in charge of population exchange operations arrived on the 23" and prepared
lists of all household belongings. The following day, we were in a freight car and, after a three-day
trip, we arrived in V in southern Hungary. I was seventeen years old at that time. The fifteen or
sixteen families from the village in the population exchange were divided among seven villages in
Tolna and Baranya Counties as their future home. We were given no opportunity to express a
desire or choose where we wanted to live. Since my father walked with a crutch because of his

wartime injury, I took care of the livestock during the trip and gave them food and water when

33 G. I.: Visszaemlékezés. 2004. manuscript in G.1. possession.

18



VII. EVFOLYAM 1. SZAM 2013. januar 10.

the train stopped at stations. The house where we lived in V was completely devoid of furniture
and household belongings. We have lived in that house up to the present day.

The White Paper that was received, dated October 8, 1946, carried a list of names of
Hungarian resettlement candidates issued by the government of Czechoslovakia to the
government of Hungary on August 26, 19406, and indicated that their rights would be protected
by the Hungarian consul through a decision of the joint committee of both governments.” It
furthermore indicated that they would be exempt from military service, payment of taxes, other
service and monetary public obligations and that they would also be free to take their own
moveable property with them. Documents dated March 27, 1947, appended to the White Paper
indicated that the recipients and their families would be resettled in Hungary on April 18 of that
year in accordance with a notification from the Czechoslovakian authorities.

According to a provisional calculation by Laszlé Péter, the largest number of persons
resettling from Ujbars to their resettlement site was 29 persons to Kéty in Tolna County,
followed by 17 persons to V and 16 to Palotabozsok in Baranya County.” The largest number
from the same place of origin among the 42 persons resettling in I was 14 persons from Albar
(Dolny Bar), followed by 6 from Hegyéte (Kutniky), 6 from Pzsonypuspoki (Podunajské
Biskupice) and 5 from Alsészecse (Dolna Sec). Among the 84 persons resettling in V were 17
persons from Ujbars, 15 from Nagypeszek (Sikenica), 10 from Hontfiizesgyarmat (Hontianska)
and 9 from Kamocsa (Komoca).” Though the scale of the population differs, it is possible to see
here a tendency toward differing places of origin among those resettling in the two adjacent
villages of IF and V. The majority in I came from southern part of Trnava and there were also
some from the area along the Garam (Hron) River. In contrast, the majority in V came from the
area along the Garam River while there were also some from the vicinity of Ersekdjvar (Nové
Zamky). According to a survey by Péter Laszlo, the place of origin of the Felvidéki who was
interviewed in F would be Hegyéte in the southern part of Trnava, the second highest in
numbers, while the place of origin of Felvidéki interviewed in V was Ujbars in the area along the
Garam (Hron) River, the highest number.”

It was also known that Hungarian residents of Czechoslovakia were mobilized for forced
labor and subjected to forced resettlement during the war. The Kosice Government Program
declared in April 1945 asserted that the Hungarian minority was responsible for the dismantling
of Czechoslovakia during WWII and stated that, other than those who were driven out because
of involvement in the anti-fascist movement or resistance movement for Czechoslovakia or
because of loyalty to the Republic of Czechoslovakia, they would be deprived of their

citizenship.” It decided that anyone guilty of crimes against Czechoslovakia or other nations,

34 This “White Paper” is in G. L’s possession.

35 Laszl6 P. 2005. p. 325.

36 Ibid., pp.305-326.

37 Ibid., pp.197, 299.

38 Izsak ILajos: A felvidéki magyarsig jogfosztdsa és kényszerkitelepitése. In: Molnar I.-Szarka L. (szerk.):
Otthontalan emlékezet. Emlékkonyv a csehszlovak-magyar lakossagesere 60. évforduldjara. MTA Kisebbségkutatd
Intézet-Kecskés Laszl6 Tarsasag, Komarom, 2007. p. 33.
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especially the Soviet Union, would be brought to trial and then be deprived of their citizenship
and driven out of the country. Most Hungarian residents lost their citizenship based on these
provisions and most were subjected to population exchange. In the agreement between the two
governments regarding population exchanges, it was stipulated that the number of persons to be
forcibly resettled from Czechoslovakia to Hungary would be equal to the number of persons who
voluntarily resettled from Hungary to Czechoslovakia and, in addition, that those persons
deemed to be war criminals would be unconditionally accepted by Hungary.” According to
Vadkerti who investigated the reasons for the forced resettlement of Hungarians, there were
45,475 persons who were resettled in exchange for persons resetting in Czechoslovakia and 2,905
war criminals.”’ Although those accused of being war criminals were supposed to receive a
judicial decision in a court of law, it does not appear that the head of the household of those
providing witness accounts or persons from the same village received any trial at all. It is possible
to see that the pretext of being a war criminal was also generally used for residents who were
forced to resettle within the framework of population exchanges. The words of one witness that

» 3

“I wonder if it’s possible for ordinary citizens to be called ‘war criminals™ is a good indication of
this problem area.

In addition, those resettling in Hungary could take with them movable property; however,
Hungarian residents of Czechoslovakia who were subjected to forced resettlement to Hungary
moved into the homes of Svabok due to the policies of the government. Therefore, those who
were victims of forced resettlement though they themselves did not acquire the property of
Svabok, they may at times have been looked upon with suspicion by Svabok. It is possible to

surmise the difficulty of their standpoint in areas where German residents made up the majority.

7. Székely refugees

I was born in Rastina (Hadikfalva) of Backa in Serbia in 1936 and moved to V in 1945. My
family lived in Bukovina in Romania but, when the war started, we moved to Backa. We lived in
the vicinity of Bajmok (Bajmok), Istensegits (Lipar), Jozseffalva (Obolocévo) and Budapuszta
(Aleksa Santic) for four years, however, when that became a battlefield, we evacuated to Hungary.
Partisans arrived in the autumn of 1944 and, on Sunday afternoon, we realized that we had to
leave. We loaded our goods that evening and, on Monday morning, we headed for Zala County
in Hungary by horse cart. We stayed there until 1945 and then moved to Tolna County or
Baranya County. In V, Svabok were being moved out and we lived there. There were also some
who lived together with Svabok landlords for a short time. The Svabok were later driven out of
the country to Germany.

We were able to evacuate with the goods that we could load on the horse cart. Since we

39 Kugler Jozsef: ,,A magyar-csehszlovak lakossdgcsere - egy sajatos XX. szazadi k6zép-eurdpai etnikai konfliktus.
In: Kupa L. (szerk.) G6rbe hattal: interetnikus konfliktusok Kézép-Europaban a multban és jelenben, Viragmandula,
Pécs, p 101.

40 Vadkerty K. 1993. p. 126.
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resettled from Romania to Backa based on government policy, Székely were allowed to acquire
land in Backa under a program of the Horthy Administration of Hungary at the time, though no
one obtained any. We lived in Backa for four years and left behind hogs and other livestock when
we came.

Along with the agreement between the Hungarian and Romanian governments, the Székely
in Bukovina where resettled in Backa, which was occupied by Hungary. Since Tito’s partisans
attacked from the South in 1944, the Székely also escaped along with wealthy Svabok.

The Székelyek were forced to resettle in Backa, which was ceded by Hungary as a result of
World War II, from Bukovina. Then, after that, they evacuated to Hungary and were forced to
resettle a number of times because of Hungarian government policies. Besides being refugees, the
fact that, after settling in Hungary, they lived together in Svabok houses and acquired homes and
land from which Svabok had been evicted differs from the people who resettled due to
population exchanges.

Under land reform law promulgated in 1945, it became possible to confiscate the land of
war criminals, leaders of the Nyilaskeresztes Pdart or Nazi Party and members of Volksbund and it
therefore became possible for the Székelyek to acquire land and homes after their evacuation to

Hungary."

8. Conclusion

“Hitler wrote a book entitled Mezn Kampf but 1 could write a book with the same title that
was much thicker than Hitler's.” These words by a person from F experiencing forced
resettlement to Germany tell the story of the harshness of the forced resettlement. As discussed
in this study, due to the arrival of the Székely refugees in 1945 and later as well as the
resettlement of Felvidéki in Hungary after being driven out of Czechoslovakia due to population
exchange in 1947, even more German residents were subjected to forced resettlement. German
residents, Székely refugees and forced resettlement due to population exchange are mutually
interconnected and it is possible to point this out through the case examples of Baranya County
and interview surveys conducted in IF and V in that county.

One important question remains - who selected those persons who would be subjected to
forced resettlement? It became clear through the interview surveys that there were arbitrary
practices being implemented unrelated to the law and to the stipulations of agreements between
the two governments affecting both the German residents and the Hungarian residents in
Czechoslovakia who were involved in population exchanges. It is necessary to further examine
the connections between the selection of persons subjected to forced resettlement and economic
factors based on the conditions at the time when land reforms were being advanced.

In this study, I attempted to verify, based on the interview surveys, the various experiences

and memories of those who were subjected to forced resettlement, the difficulties and actual

41 Téth A. 1993. pp. 51-52.
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sensation of forced resettlement, based on political circumstances at the time and forced
resettlement programs. Other than the above points, in the interview surveys, I also asked for
witness accounts regarding life after returning to the hometown from the site of forced
resettlement, the circumstances of life after resettlement in Hungary through evacuation and the
population exchange and problems involving differing ethnicities in the local community. I am
also promoting an analysis of these and, together with the present attempt, I aim to elucidate the
mechanism behind the successive implementation of multiple forced resettlements in Hungary

immediately after World War II and ascertain relevant problem areas as issues for the future.
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Az els6 jugoszlav allam felbomlasa,
allamszerkezeti és etnikai kovetkezmények 1941-1944

Gulyas Laszl6'

1. Bevezetés

Az elsé jugoszlav allam 1941 aprilisiban Németorszag ¢és  szovetségesei tamadasanak
kovetkeztében két hét alatt Osszeomlott. Jelen tanulmany az Osszeomlas koévetkezményeit
vizsgalja. Egyrészt bemutatjuk, hogy milyen allamszerkezeti valtozasok torténtek a jugoszlav allam
felbomlasaval Osszefiiggésben, mely nemzetek voltak ennek nyertesei, illetve vesztesei, masrészt

telvazoljuk az allamszerkezeti valtozasok etnikai kévetkezményeit.

2. A felbomlas kézvetlen el6zményei: A német-jugoszlav viszony jellemzdi 1939-1941

Az 1930-as évek kozepétdl kezd6dben az un. Studostraum (hitleri Németorszag ezt az
elnevezést hasznalta Délkelet-Eurépara — G.L.) megszervezése jegyében Németorszag arra
torekedett, hogy a gazdasagi — és egyre inkabb politikai — szempontokbdl hozzaigazodd
Magyarorszag és Bulgaria utain Romaniat és Jugoszlaviat is a maga oldalara vonja (ROMSICS 1.
1996). Jugoszlavia miniszterelnéke, Stojadinovié — aki 1935 majusatél 1939 februarjaig toltotte be
ezt a poziciot —, ehhez alkalmas partnernek bizonyult (LAMPE J. R. 1996). Ezzel szemben az 1939
februarjaban megalakult 4j jugoszlav kormany, a Cvetkovi¢-kormany, kilpolitikajaban nyugati,
illetve szovjet orientacidba kezdett. Ez azonban nem befolyasolta a német-jugoszlav gazdasagi
kapcsolatokat, ezért Németorszag tovabbra is baratsagos politikat folytatott Jugoszlavia iranyaba.
Jol mutatja ezt, hogy Berlin nem tamogatta, hanem kifejezetten elutasitotta a Jugoszlavia elleni
magyar reviziés torekvéseket. S6t, a német kilpolittka magyar-jugoszlav  megbékélést
szorgalmazott a status quo alapjan. A Teleki-kormany bar némileg mas megfontolasbol —
elfogadta ezt a német iranyvonalat, igy Magyarorszag 1940. december 12-én “6rOkbaratsagi
szerzbdést” kotott Jugoszlaviaval (HERCZEGH G. 1999). A fentiek alapjan egyetértink Juhasz
Jozsettel, aki szerint Jugoszlavia megtamadasa 1941 tavaszan nem szerepelt Hitler tervei kozott
(JuHAsz J. 1999). Ugy véljik Németorszdg motivumai viligosak voltak, nem akart kioszt a
Balkanon, mert az megzavarta volna a német hadigazdasag szamara fontos agrartermékek és
nyersanyagok — gondoljunk a jugoszlav szinestémekre — importjat.

A torténelem azonban mas iranyt vett. A kibontakozo6 olasz-gérég habora (RETI B. 2000;
SAVOLY M. 1984) miatt — 1940. oktéber 28-an az olasz hadsereg Albanian keresztil megtimadta
Gorogorszagot — azonban Hitlernek szitksége volt Jugoszlavia politikai tamogatasara is. Ezért

telszolitotta Jugoszlaviat a haromhatalmi egyezményhez torténé csatlakozasra.

1 Habilitalt egyetemi docens, SZTE; cimzetes egyetemi tanar KE
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1941. marcius 25-én Bécsben Cvetkovi¢ mint miniszterelnk — azzal a kikotéssel, hogy a
csatlakozas alapjan Jugoszlaviara nem harulhatnak katonai kotelezettségek —, csatlakozott a
haromhatalmi egyezményhez. Még meg sem szaradt a tinta az alairason, mikor 1941. marcius 27-
re virrado éjjel a jugoszlav hadsereg angolbarat szarnya puccsot hajtott végre Belgradban, és Pal
herceget — a régenst —, valamint Cvetkovicot a miniszterelnékot szamuazetésbe kényszeritették. A
kiskora Pétert kirallya nyilvanitottak, és Dusan Simovi¢ tdbornokot nevezték ki miniszterelndkké
(HOPINER J. B. 1962). Hitler mar a puccs utan néhany oraval utasitotta a Wehrmachtot, hogy
foglalja el Jugoszlaviat. A Jugoszlavia elleni hadjarat 1941. aprilis 6-an kezdédott. A német
hadsereg és szovetségesel (olaszok, magyarok és bolgarok) a jugoszlav allamot két hét alatt
megsemmisitették, aprilis 12-én elesett Belgrad, és aprilis 17-én kapitulalt a jugoszlav hadsereg
(ROTSCHILD J. 1996).

3. A felbomlas allamszerkezeti kévetkezményei

A jugoszlav allam felbomldsa mar a hadiesemények alatt megindult. 1941. aprilis 10-én az
usztasa mozgalom egyik vezetje Slavko Kvaternik, egy német diplomata Edmund Veesenmayer
(Hitler azért kildte a Balkanra, hogy el6segitse a horvat allam kikialtasat) kiséretében bement a
zagrabi radidba és az olasz emigracidban 1évé Paveli¢ (6 volt az usztasa mozgalom elsé szama
vezetSie) nevében kikidltotta a Fiiggetlen Horvat Allamot (SOKCSEVITS D. 2011).

Masnap — aprilis 11-én — a magyar hadsereg megtamadta Jugoszlaviat (GOSZTONYI P.
1992), és néhany nap alatt elfoglalta az alabbi terilleteket: Muravidék, Murakéz, Bacska és a
Dravasz6g (a Bansag problematikajat lasd késébb). Itt kell felhfvnunk a figyelmet arra, hogy a
magyar tamadas kifejezetten a horvat fuggetlenség kikialtasa utan tortént. Ennek megértéséhez
azt kell tudnunk, hogy Magyarorszag 1940 decemberében ,,6rokbaratsagi szerzédést” kotott a
jugoszlav allammal. Ezért, amikor a németek Magyarorszagot a jugoszlav hadjaratban torténd
részvételre szolitottak fel, aprilis 3-an Teleki Pal miniszterelnok 6ngyilkossaggal tiltakozott a 1épés
megtétele ellen. A végzetes gesztus ellenére a magyar politikusok engedtek Hitler kérésének.
Viszont a magyar hadsereg csak aprilis 11-én kezdte meg a tamadast. Ezzel a datumvalasztassal a
magyar kormany azt kivanta reprezentalni, hogy Magyarorszag nem szegte meg az 6rokbaratsagi
szerzOdést, hiszen azzal, hogy a horvatok aprilis 10-én kikialtottak fiiggetlenségiiket, az a
jugoszlav allam, mellyel Magyarorszag szerz6dést kotott megszint 1étezni (JUHASZ J. 1999).

A bolgarok még a magyaroknal is késébb kapcsolédtak be a jugoszlav allam elleni
hadmiiveletekbe. Aprilis 15-én szakitottak meg a diplomaciai kapcsolatokat Belgraddal, majd a
bolgar hadsereg aprilis 19-én vonult be Szkopjéba.

A hadmiveletek soran kialakult teriileti valtozasokat a Bécsben 1941. aprilis 20-22-én
megtartott német-olasz konferencia régzitette. Ennek soran Németorszag és Olaszorszag némi
vita utan Jugoszlavia teriiletét felosztotta (lasd 1. térkép). A vita soran minden esetben a német
allaspont gy6zott az olasz felett (CORVAJA S. 2001). A bécsi konferencia eredményeképpen

létrej6vo allamszerkezeti valtozasokat az alabbi harom csoportba sorolhatjuk:
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3.1. Az allamszerkezeti valtozasok elsé csoportja: Hairom baballam felallitasa:

2)

b)

A német ellenérzés alatt all6 szerb baballam.

Ezen allam teriilete 51 ezer km*-nyi volt (ez a korabbi Jugoszlavia teriiletének 22,3%-a),
ami gyakorlatilag azt jelentette, hogy a szerb allam teriilete visszaszorult az 1913 el6tti
etnikai torzsteriletére. Az orszag élére babkormanyt neveztek ki, ez volt Nedi¢ tabornok
kormanya (PAVLOWITCH K. S. 2002). Nedi¢ tevékenysége arra korlatozodott, hogy a
németek kiszolgalasaval valahogy megoérizze a szerb allamisagot, és atmentse azt az
orszagot a habora utani idékre (JELAVICH B. 2000)

Az olasz feliigyelet alatt all6 Crna-Gora (Montenegro).

Az orszagban formailag visszaallitottak a kiralysagot, élére III. Viktor Emanuel olasz
kiraly feleségének egyik unokadccesét jelolték ki. A jogi konstrukcié szerint az ily médon
Ujjaszileté montenegréi kiralysag perszonaluniéra lépett Olaszorszaggal. De valéjaban
olasz megszallasrol volt szo.

A Figgetlen Horvat Allam (FHA)

Az dllam teriilete 102 ezer km® volt, ez a korbbi Jugoszlavia teriiletének 41,5%-a. Az
FHA allam a 19. szdzadi maximalista horvat nemzeti-nemzetallami igények jegyében,
magaban foglalta a Horvat Bansdg tertletét, egész Bosznia-Hercegovinat és a
Szerémséget. (LORINCZNE B. E. 2011) Ez azt jelenti, hogy teriilete nagyjabdl kétszer
akkora wvolt, mint a mai Horvat Koztarsasag, ugyanakkor a horvatok az orszag
Osszlakossagon belili aranya 52 %-ra csokkent. Zagrabnak azonban az olasz igények
kielégitése jegyében Dalmacia északi részérél le kellett mondania, s olasz iranyitas ala
helyezték a Zaratol délre fekvé kozép-dalmaciai partvidéket Sibenikkel, valamint néhany
Spalatéval és Raguzaval szembeni dél-dalmaciai szigetet. (LORINCZNE B. E. 2009).

Itt jegyezziik meg, hogy a Figgetlen Horvat Allam csak nevében volt figgetlen. Elvileg

ugyanaz volt a statusza, mint a tengelyhatalmak szévetségi rendszerébe tartozé mas allamoknak

(Magyarorszag, Romania, Bulgaria), azonban a valésagban a horvat kormany sokkal kevesebb

dontési jogkorrel rendelkezett, mint az elébb emlitett hirom orszag vezetése. Raadasul mind a

németek, mind az olaszok szamos esetben beavatkoztak a zagrabi kormanyzat belugyeibe
(SOKCSEVITS D. 2011).

Az olasz befolyast talan a legjobban az mutatja, hogy jogilag az FHA monarchia lett,

melynek kirdlyava II. Tomislav néven az olasz uralkodéhaz, a Savoyai-dinasztia egyik tagjat,

Aimone spoletoi herceget ,,valasztottak.” Itt jegyezziik meg, hogy a németek ezzel szemben az

FHA
lépett

tényleges vezet6jének Pavelicet ismerték el. Ennek kovetkeztében II. Tomislav sohasem

Horvatorszag foldjére.
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1. térkép: Jugoszlavia felosztasa 1941
Forras: Romsics 1. 1998. p. 248.

3.2. Az allamszerkezeti valtozasok masodik csoportja: kozvetlen német és olasz megszallas

a) A szlovén terileteket Németorszag és Olaszorszig hozzavetSleg 2/3-1/3 arianyban
kettéosztotta és annektalta. Németorszag foglalta el Eszak-Szlovéniat, mig Olaszorszag Dél-
Szlovéniat.

b) Dalmacia északi részét és a Kotori 6bol kornyékét Olaszorszag annektalta. Ennek
kévetkeztében a mar az elsé vilaghabort utin megszerzett Zara (Zadar) mellett Sibenik, Trogir,
Split (pedig itt abszolat horvat t6bbség volt), Susak mint kik6tévarosok, és az Gsszes nagyobb
sziget (Brac és Hvar kivételével) a fasiszta olasz allam részévé valt.

c) Az alban t6bbségli nyugat-macedoniai tertletekkel, és kisebb montenegroéi tertletekkel
kiegészitett Koszovot az alban allamhoz csatoltak, igy sziletett meg az un. Nagy-Albania. 1938-
ban Albénia teriilete 28 000 km?, mig lakosainak szama 1 064000 £6 volt. Az 1941. évi gyarapodas
14 9000 km?® és 761 000 lakos volt (RETT GY. 2000). Itt jegyezziik meg, hogy az alban 4llam 1939
Ota mar olasz uralom alatt allt és ezen a helyzeten az 1941. évi teriiletgyarapodas se valtoztatott.
Ezen tal 1943. szeptember 8-a — Olaszorszag kapituldcidja — utan a stratégiailag fontos pontokat
megszall6 németek formalisan elismerték a korabban olaszok altal uralt Nagy-Albania
fuggetlenségét (KITANICS M. 2010).
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3.3. Az allamszerkezeti valtozasok harmadik csoportja: A kisebb szovetségesek
igényeinek kielégitése

a) Bulgaria megkapta Macedénia nagyobbik részét (Vardar-Macedonia) és azon kelet-szerbiai
terileteket (Caribrod, Bosiljgrad és kornyéke), melyeket 1919-ben csatolt el t6le az éppen
megszilet6 délszlav allam. Itt jegyezziik meg, hogy Gorégorszag lerohanasa utan Bulgaria a gorog
allam teruletébdl is részesult (Trakia elcsatolasa).

b) Magyarorszag visszakapta a Muravidéket, a Murakozt, a Dravaszoget és a Vajdasag egy részét
(Bacska). Ha a konkrét szamokat nézzilk, 11 475 km’t mintegy 1,1 milli6 lakossal csatoltak
vissza. Bz az 1920-ban Magyarorszagtdl a délszlav allamhoz csatolt tertiletek 55%-a volt. Viszont
Vajdasag masik részére, azaz a Bansagra Magyarorszag mellett Romania is igényt tartott. Az arra
vonatkozé dontést, hogy a két igényls koziil ki kapja meg a teriiletet, Bécsben elhalasztottak. Tgy
a Bansag papiron a szerb baballam része maradt, de gyakorlatilag német katonai kozigazgatas ala
kerilt. Valéjaban a helyi német kisebbség iranyitotta a tertletet.

Osszefoglalva azt mondhatjuk, hogy a bécsi német-olasz konferencia 4ltal szentesitett
allamszerkezeti valtozasok egy része (a valtozasok elsé és masodik csoportja) a német és az olasz
hodito igények kielégitését szolgalta. Németorszag és Olaszorszag a teljes Balkant a befolyasa ala
vonta (ez a mondat G6rogorszag lerohanasa utani helyzetben valik teljes mértékben igazza —
G.L). A két nagyhatalom egyrészt jelentds teriileteket kézvetlentl csatolt magahoz, masrészt a
,.fiiggetlen allamok™ is szorosan kétédtek hozzajuk.

Az allamszerkezeti valtozasok érdekes alesete Nagy-Albania 1étrehozasa. Hiszen az igaz,
hogy az alban allam tertiletét jelentésen megnovelték, st gyakorlatilag egy allamban egyesitették a
térség Osszes albanok altal lakott tertletét, de a megnovekedett Nagy-Albania olasz figgésben
maradt.

Viszont az allamszerkezeti valtozasok masik része (a valtozasok harmadik csoportja) a
nemzeti ambiciok kielégitését szolgalta. Az ezen csoportba sorolt valtozasok legnagyobb nyertese
Bulgaria volt. A bolgar allam megkapta az 6sszes olyan teriiletet, amelyre a bolgar nacionalizmus
igényt tartott. A teljes bolgar siker megértéséhez azt is régzitentink kell, hogy Bulgaria nemcsak
Jugoszlaviabol, hanem a németek altal szintén lerohant Go6régorszagbodl is kapott teriileteket
(Trakia odacsatolasa), s6t ezt megel6zéen 1940 nyaran Romania ,,6nként” atadta Dobrudzsat
(7700 km?370 000 lakossal). Bulgaria csaknem megkétszerezte teriiletét és ezzel a Balkin
leger6sebb orszagava valt (PALOTAS E. 2003).

Magyarorszag is a gy6ztesek csoportjaba kertlt, hiszen az 1920-ban elcsatolt tertiletek nagy
része visszatért az anyaorszaghoz, de a Bansag-kérdés rendezésének elhalasztasa miatt nem tudta

a Jugoszlaviaval szembeni maximalis programjat megvaldsitani.
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Arra is fel kell hivnunk a figyelmet, hogy a délszlav allam szétbontasa szamos esetben az
allamon belil korabban meglévé torésvonalak (GULYAS L. 2005) — dgymint horvat-szerb, szerb-
bolgar, etc. — mentén tortént meg. Talan ebbdl is fakad az a tény, hogy az allamszerkezeti

valtozasok legnagyobb vesztesei a szerbek lettek.

4. A felbomlas etnikai kovetkezményei

Az el6z6  fejezetben felvazolt allamszerkezet atrendez&dését nagyaranyu —etnikai
atrendez6dés  kisérte (SCHECHTMAN . B. 19406). Ezt az igen szerteagazé folyamatot 5

kristalyosodasi pont kéré rendezhetjik, agymint:

1. A szerbek visszatérése Szerbidba

2. A Fiiggetlen Horvét Allam torekvései

3. A bolgar allam torekvéset

4. Az olasz allam torekvései

5. Hitler torekvései a kozép-eurdpai német kisebbség tovabbi sorsaval kapcsolatban

6. A magyar allam térekvései

Itt jelezziik, hogy a fenti hat folyamatbol a hatodikat jelen tanulmany keretei k6zott nem
targyaljuk, de egy éppen készills masik tanulmanyunkban (,Allam- és nemzetépités a visszatért
Délvidéken 1941-19447) erre a kérdésre részletesen kitériink.

4.1. A szerbek visszatérése Szerbiaba

Az egyik legfontosabb etnikai folyamat a szerbek visszatérése volt Szerbiaba. Ennek
megértéséhez azt kell tudnunk, hogy az 1918-ban megsziileté délszlav allam valéjaban egy olyan
allam, ahol a szerb dominancia érvényestlt (GULYAS L. 2005). A szerb elit mind a politikaban,
mind a gazdasagban képtelennek bizonyult arra, hogy a szerb nemzeti érdek helyett a jugoszlav
allam koncepciéjaban gondolkodjon és cselekedjen. A nagyszerb politika jegyében a szerb
politikai elitnek sikertilt az allamot centralizalnia és a szerb nemzeti érdekek szolgalataba allitania.
Ennek egyik eszkoze volt az 1920-as években lebonyolitott foldreform, melynek soran a Belgrad
altal legveszélyesebbnek, politikailag leglabilisabbnak tekintett tertletekre — ugymint Koszovo,
Macedonia, Baranya, Bacska és Banat — szerb telepeseket telepitett be (GULYAS L. 2007).
Ugyancsak ezen telepitési politika jegyében szerb kozalkalmazottak, katonak, kereskeddk és
iparosok telepiiltek be a szerb allamhoz csatolt varosokba. Azaz mind vidéken, mind a
varosokban folyt egy erételjes ,,elszerbesitési” politika, melynek célja egyértelméen a kisebbségek
homogén teleptilési tombjének a megbontasa, fellazitasa volt (HARDI T.-HAJDU Z.-MEZEI 1.
2009).
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A két vilaghdboru kozott a délszlav allamban széttelepiils/széttelepitett szerbek az 1941-es
év allamszerkezeti valtozasai utan ,visszatértek” Szerbidba. Bar a visszatérés szét hasznaltuk, a
torténeti hlség kedvéért hozza kell tenntink, hogy ez valéjaban egy kierészakolt folyamat volt, a
tertiletek 0j/régi urai (pl. magyarok, bolgirok) rikényszeritették a szetbeket a visszatérésre.
Nézzink egy konkrét példat: A Vajdasagba 1941. aprilis 11-én bevonulé magyar csapatok azt a
parancsot kaptak, hogy minden bevandorlot és telepest ki kell utasitani a teriiletrdl, tehat
mindazokat, akik 1918. oktéber 31. utan teleptltek le a Délvidéken (SZONDI 1. 2007).

Ha a konkrét szamokat nézzik, Horvatorszagbol 119 000, Macedéniabol 27 000,
Vajdasagbol 21 000, Szlovéniabol 6 000 szerb koltozott a szerb baballam teriiletére (KOCSIS K.
1993). Itt jegyezzik meg, hogy Sokcsevits Dénes 0Osszesen 180-200 000 fére becstli a
Horvatorszagbdl Szerbidba kitelepitett/elmenekiilt szetbek szamat (SOKCSEVITS D. 2011).

4.2. A Fiiggetlen Horvat Allam torekvései

A Fuggetlen Horvat Allam etnikailag rendkiviil vegyes képet mutatott, hiszen 5,7 millibs
lakossaga az alabbi megoszlast mutatta:

Lakossag Horvat Szerb Olasz Német | Magyar Egyéb

5,7 millié f6=100% | 681% | 17.4% 6,1% 2,9% 2,46% 3,1%

1. tablazat: A Fiiggetlen Horvat Allam etnikai megoszlasa

Forras: A szerzé sajat szerkesztése Kocsis K. (1993) adatai alapjan

A tablazathoz kiegészitésként annyit kell hozzafizniink, hogy az 1921. évi népszamlalas
adatai alapjan szerkesztettiik, mivel az 1941. évi népszamlalas elmaradt. Sokcsevits Dénes az
1931. évi népszamlalas adatai alapjan az FHA 1941. évi lakossagat 6,5 millié fére becsiilte,
melybdl 3,4 milli6 £6 volt katolikus horvat (a korabeli statisztikak ehhez még hozzaadnak 600-800
ezer muzulman horvatot), mig a szerbek szama 1,9 millié £f6 koril mozoghatott (SOKCSEVITS D.
2011).

Mint a tablazatbdl és az ahhoz fazott kiegészitésekbdl is lathaté az FHA keretei kozott
nagyszamu nemzeti kisebbség ¢élt, kiilonésen magas volt a szerbek aranya. Mivel FHA politikai
elitfe a bosszu jegyében vissza akarta adni szerbeknek az Osszes a kiralyi jugoszlav allamban
elszenvedett sérelmet, nagyon kemény szerbellenes politikaba kezdett.

Paveli¢ — aki egyszerre volt allam- és kormanyfé, raadasul a kilugyminiszteri posztot is
maganak tartotta meg — utasitasara az 4j allamot kozigazgatasilag 22 keriletre osztottak. Ennek
soran etnikai szempontd manipulaciokra kertilt sor. A torténelmi ,,nagy megyék” hatarait gy
jelolték ki, hogy a szerbek altal lakott tertileteket — ahol csak lehetett — horvat és muzulman (6ket

eliszlamosodott horvatnak tekintették) népességt tertiletekkel vontak 6ssze. Itt jegyezzitk meg,
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hogy a két vilaghabortu kozott a szerbek ugyanezt a modszert alkalmaztak 1928-ban a bansagok
felallitasa soran (GULYAS L. 2005; GULYAS L. 2008/2).

Az usztasa allam széleskori szerbellenes intézkedéseket hozott, a fontosabbak az alabbiak
voltak (SOKCSEVITS D. 2011).

1. A kozhivatalokban elbocsatottak a szerb hivatalnokokat.

2. A jobb médu szerb polgari csaladokat kitelepitették Zagrab el6kel6bb északi negyedeibdl.

3. Egyes vidékeken a helyi horvat hatésagok elrendelték a szerbek szamara a kék szalag viselését.
4. Betiltottak a Szerb Pravoszlav Egyhazat, ezzel felekezetvaltasra akartak a szerbeket
kényszeriteni.

5. Megtiltottak a cirill betts irast és a szerb nemzeti jelképek hasznalatat

6. A politikailag megbizhatatlan szerbeket (és az allam egyéb ellenségeit) koncentracios taborba
zartak.

Itt kell arra is felhivnunk a figyelmet, hogy a koncentraciés taborok — Jasenovac, Nova
Gradiska, Sremska Mitrovica, Zemun (Zimony), Mostar — gyakorlatilag megsemmisitd
taborokként funkcionaltak. Gyakran taborok sem kellettek a szerbek elpusztitaisihoz. Mostar és
kornyékének szerb lakossagat — néket és gyerekeket is — az egyik helyi usztasa parancsnok
utasitasara vonatra raktak, kivitték a hegyek kozé és ott a szakadékokba dobtak Sket.

Arrol, hogy hany szerb pusztult el a taborokban, illetve a fentebb bemutatott kérulmények
kozott, még napjainkban is élénk vita folyik a szerb és a horvat torténetiras kozott. A legkisebb
becslés 60 000, mig a legnagyobb — realisnak tiné becslés — 217 000 polgari aldozatrdl szol
(SOKCSEVITS D. 1994; SOKCSEVITS D. 2011).

A hitleri Németorszaggal tortén6é megegyezés értelmében az FHA befogadta azokat a
szlovéneket, akiket Hitler a germanizalas jegyében kitelepitett a német megszallas alatt 4ll6 Fszak-
Szlovéniabdl. De Paveli¢ cserébe azt kérte, hogy a horvatorszagi szerbek egy részét attelepithesse
a szerb baballam teriiletére. Adataink szerint az usztasa hatésagok hivatalosan 130 000 szerbet
telepitettek at Szerbiaba, illetve tovabbi 50-60 000 nagysagrendd szerb ,,6nként” menekiilt el. Igy
Osszesen 180-200 000 horvatorszagi szerb kertlt at a szerb allam tertletére (SOKCSEVITS D 2011).
Ezzel parhuzamosan 70 000 horvat telepiilt at a szerb balallambol az FHA teriletére (Kocsis K.
1993).

Osszefoglalva az usztasa allam szerbellenes politikdjanak lényegét: az FHA 4llam a
szerbeket szamos intézkedéssel diszkriminalta, megprobalta 6ket eltizni, tovabba nagy létszamu
szerb fizikai megsemmisitésére is sor kerilt. Mindezek az intézkedések a horvat-szerv viszony

végzetes kiélez6déséhez vezettek.
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4.3. A bolgar allam torekvései

Mint azt tanulmanyunk el6z6 fejezetében lathattuk, Bulgaria volt az 1940-41. évi
események legnagyobb nyertese. A Bulgaridhoz csatolt teriileteken Széfia a homogenizalas

kilonféle modszereit alkalmazta. Harom eltéré modszert rogzithetiink:

1. Dobrudzsaban a lakossagcsere eszkozéhez folyamodtak. Romaniaval egy kétoldala
egyezményt kotottek a lakossag kicserélésérol. Ennek végrehajtasa soran a dél-dobrudzsai
romanok (korilbeldl 100 000 £6) és az észak-dobrudzsai bolgarok (kértlbeldl 60 000 £6)
1940 &szén ténylegesen is helyett cseréltek. Ezzel gyakorlatilag a dobrudzsai probléma
megoldédott (ROMSICS 1. 1998)

2. A Gorogorszagtdl elesatolt Fgei-Macedénia és Nyugat-Trikia esetében két eszkozt
alkalmaztak. Egyrészt megprébaltak eltzni a gérogoket. Gorog adatok szerint 200 000,
mig bolgar adatok szerint ,,csak” 70 000 g6rogot kényszeritettek lakohelye elhagyasara.
Masrészt a terilet etnikai képének megvaltoztatasa érdekében bolgarokat telepitettek be
az elizott lakossag helyére. 1941-42 folyaman 122 000 bolgar telepes érkezett ezekre a
teriletekre.

3. A jugoszlav  allamt6él  elcsatolt  Vardar-Macedonidban — viszont  kulturalis
homogenizacioba kezdtek. Ennek magyarazata abban rejlik, hogy a bolgar allam a
macedoénokat bolgarnak tekintette, ennek megfeleléen a kulturalis homogenizaciot
tartottak alkalmas eszkéznek a terilet Bulgariaba torténd integralasara. A kulturalis
homogenizacié jegyében az alabbi intézkedések torténtek: a helyi egyhazat betagoltak a
bolgar Szent Szindédusba, 800 altalanos iskolat alapitottak, szinhazakat, konyvtarat
nyitottak, st még egyetemet is alapitottak (JELAVICH B. 2000).

Mint lathaté a bolgarok tébbféle eszkozt alkalmaztak a megnagyobbodott allamuk etnikai
homogenizalasa érdekében. De valdjaban egyik eszkéz sem hozta meg a vart eredményt.
Nemcsak a gorogok keltek fel a bolgar allam ellen (lasd: trakiai felkelés 1941 szeptemberében),

hanem még a macedoénok is szembeszalltak a bolgarositasi folyamattal.

4.4. Az olasz allam torekvései

Mussolini ,,birodalmi kilpolitikat” folytatott, Olaszorszagbol valamiféle ,,modern Rémai
Birodalmat” szeretett volna alkotni. Ezen térekvés fontos eleme volt a ,,Mare Nostrum” (a Mi
Tengertunk) jelszava, melynek jegyében arra torekedett, hogy a jugoszlav allam szétzizasa utan
megszerzett balkdni teriileteket hosszabb tivon a kiépilé Uj Olasz Birodalom szerves részéve
tegye (KIS A. 1989; ORMOS M. 1987). Az etnikai viszonyok megvaltoztatisa érdekében a
megszallo olasz hadsereg az altala megszallt jugoszlav tertiletekrél 57 000 szerbet deportalt
Olaszorszagba (Kocsis K. 1993). Kilonosen erételjes olaszositasi hullam bontakozott ki Dél-
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Szlovéniaban. Lampe adatai szerint az olasz hadsereg 1941 nyaran 9 000 szlovént végzett ki, mig
35 ezer szlovént koncentracids taborba hurcolt (LAMPE J. R. 1996).

Mivel a németek az uralmuk ala keriilt Eszak-Szlovénidban szintén az etnikai viszonyok
erbszakos megvaltoztatasa kezdtek, a szlovénok ott is hazdjuk elhagyasara kényszeriltek. Kocsis
adatai szerint a szlovénok altal lakott teriiletekrdl (ez alatt értendé a németek altal megszallt
Fszak-Szlovénia, illetve az olaszok éltal megszallt Dél-Szlovénia) 57 ezer szlovén menekiilt el a
Figgetlen Horvat Allam és Szerbia teriiletére.

Mindezek ismeretében nem meglepd, hogy az erészakos olaszositasnak és germanizalasnak

kiszolgaltatott szlovén teriilleteken nagyon komoly fegyveres ellenallds bontakozott ki.

4.5. Hitler torekvései a kozép-eurdpai német kisebbség tovabbi sorsaval kapcsolatban

Hitler kilpolitikajaban fontos szerepet jatszott a Koztes-Eurdpaban él6 német kisebbség.
Hitler és a német kilpolitika iranyitéi tudatosan az ,,6t0dik hadoszlop” szerepét szantak ennek a
német kisebbségnek; hirszerzésre, a naci ideologia népszerisitésére éppugy felhasznaltak, mint
politikai nyomasgyakorlasra (SPANNENBERGER N. 2005; PRITZ P. 1999). A csehszlovak allam
szudétanémetek altali szétverése volt a példdja ezen naci politikinak (GULYAS L. 2008/b).

Tilkovszky Lorant mutat ra arra, hogy 1941 nyaran Hitler komolyan foglalkozott a
Délkelet-Eurépaban (ez alatt Hitler szétaraban Magyarorszag, Romania, Jugoszlavia és Bulgaria
értendé — G.L.) él6 német kisebbség tovabbi sorsaval (TILKOVSZKY L. 1978). Hitler elé kétféle
forgatokonyvet tettek le tandcsadoi:

1. Meyer-Hetling professzor terve: A  bekebelezett lengyel tertletek gyors
elnémetesitéséhez sziikséges telepestomegeket a délkelet-eurdpai németek attelepitésével
kell biztositani.

2. Dr. Wilhelm Stuckart beliigyi allamtitkar terve: A délkelet-eurépai németeket a Duna
vonala mentén kell tomoriteni. Itt jegyezzik meg, hogy ennek a Stuckart-féle
forgatokonyvnek a tovabbgondolasaként mertlt fel a Prinz Eugén Gau, azaz egy
délvidéki német kis ttkozballam létrehozasanak a terve (Ronai A. 1989.)

Hitler 1941 nyaran dgy dontott, hogy a két forgatokonyv kozotti valasztast a habora
befejezéséig — amit persze nem gondolt tulsagosan tavolinak — elhalasztja. Ennek ellenére tugy
tinik, hogy inkabb a Meyer-Hetling forgatokényv nyerte el tetszését. Ezt annak alapjan
jelenthetjiik ki, hogy Hitler parancsara 1942 folyaman a volt jugoszlaviai németek kézil 21 000
f6t Lengyelorszagba, illetve az olasz uralom alatt 4ll6 Dél-Szlovéniabél 15 000 f6t Fszak-
Szlovéniaba és Karintidba telepitett at (Kocsis K. 1993).

Azt, hogy Hitler nem dontétte el, hogy mit is kezdjen az egykori jugoszlav allam tertletén
¢l6 német kisebbséggel jol mutatja, hogy az 1941-es év folyaman a Pavelic-csel kotott
megallapodas értelmében Fszak-Szlovéniabol 80 000 szlovént az FHA teriiletére telepitettek at
(SOKCSEVITS D. 2011). Ez a 1épés egyértelmien Eszak-Szlovénia germanizaciéjat szolgalta. Azt is
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meg kell jegyezntink, hogy a jelentds nagysagrendi bacskai és bansagi német kisebbség (tovabba a
magyarorszagi és erdélyi német kisebbség) mindaddig, mig a front 1944-ben el nem érte, a helyén

maradt.

Konkluzidok

Az els6é jugoszlav allam Németorszag és szovetségesei altal 1941 tavaszan torténd
szétzuzasa nem csupan szimplan egy allam megszinése volt. A jugoszlav allam felbomlasa
komoly allamszerkezeti valtozasokat (hatarok ujrarajzolasa, baballamok felallitasa), tovabba
nagyaranyu népességmozgasokat (ki- és betelepitések, kényszermigracié) és az ezzel szorosan
egyutt jar6 népességpusztitast eredményezett. Bizunk abban, hogy mindezen valtozasokrol és

folyamatokrol sikeriilt jelen tanulmannyal attekinté képet adnunk.
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Gulyas Laszl6: Kiizdelem a Karpat-medencéért. Regionalizacié és etnoregionalizmus,
avagy a nemzeti és nemzetiségi kérdés teriileti aspektusai Magyarorszagon 1690-1914.
Karpatia Stadi6, Budapest, 2012.

A Karpat-medencével kapcsolatos regionalis és nemzetiségi Gsszefiiggéseket vizsgald kutatasok
reneszanszukat élik hazankban a rendszervaltoztatas 6ta. A magyar tirsadalom jelentSs részét
élénken foglalkoztatja a ,,Trianon tragédia” ok-okozat Osszefliggésrendszere. Kétségkivil az
Osztrak-Magyar Monarchiaval szembeni revans vagy és a békekonferencia résztvevéinek az alul-
és dezinformaltsaga vezetett el rovidtavon a jol ismert tragikus végkifejletig. A hossza tava
folyamatok vizsgalata azonban teljesen mas képet nyujt a végkifejlethez vezet6 utrol.

Gulyas Laszlé 1690-t6l 1914-ig, az elsé vilagégés kirobbanasaig mutatja be és elemzi a
Karpat-medence etnikai és tertleti folyamatait. A md nyolc elkilonithetd, szervesen egymashoz
kapcsolodd fejezetbdl épul fel. Az elsé fejezetben a regionalizmussal, térszerkezettel és a
nemzetiséggel, nemzettel kapcsolatos fogalmakrél kapunk részletesebb attekintést. Ezt kbvetéen
a szerz6 Bansag regiondlis problematikajat mutatja be, majd megismerkedhetink II. Jozsef
kozigazgatasi reformjaival.

Az etnoregionalizmussal és a nemzeti ébredéssel foglalkozé fejezetek adjak a konyv unikalis
jellegét. Az egyes etnikumok nemzeti ébredését tertileti szinten, azok torténelmi el6zményeit is
ismertetve elemzi a szerz6, aki els6sorban a roman, horvat, szerb és szlovak folyamatokkal
foglalkozik.

A ,Regionalizmus a térténelmi Magyarorszagon: az etnoregionalizmus 1867-1914” cimd
alfejezet a dualista allam szempontjabdl értékeli a roman, szerb, horvat, szlovak torekvéseket és a
nemzetiségi mozgalmak tevékenységét. Ezt kovetéen attekintést kapunk a Magyar Kiralysag
dualista térszerkezetérdl, amelyet az egyes nemzetiségi tertletekkel korrelalva vizsgal a szerzo.
Egy alfejezeten at értekezik a gazdasagi szervezddésl régiok és a nemzetiségli régiok kozott
kapcsolatokrol.

Végiil az utolsé fejezetben a magyar folyamatokra asszocialva kapcsolatot talalunk a
kivilrdl érkezé kihivasokkal, amelyekre az Osztrak-Magyar Monarchia etnoregionalis politikaja
nem tudott valaszt adni, mint a pangermanizmusra, panszlavizmusra vagy éppen a délszlav
irredenta torekvésekre.

A téma megértését jelentés mértékben el6segitik az igényesen szerkesztett térképek és
tablazatok. Minden fenntartas nélkul kijelenthetd, hogy a konyv hianypotldé és hasznos

valamennyi a téma irant érdekl6d6 olvasé szamara, legyen az akar laikus vagy szakember.

Bali Lorant
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