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on “national” (and so much the less on ethnic) ariteria, the churches of the various Transylvanian
communities left their believers sufficient manoeuvre space for reciprocal rivalries, trans-
formations and relations, in a word, for diversity and mobility in matters of identity.

In the modern epoch, beginning with the end of the 18* century and especially dur-
ing the 19* century, the traditional class solidarities inherited from the Middle Ages were
transformed into identities of a national nature with a defining ethnic component.” The
triad of the privileged estates, Hungarians, Szeklers and Saxons, was replaced by the eth-
nic triad of Transylvania’s “peoples” or even “nations,” which, from now on, were (in the
order of their demographic weight) the Romanians, the Hungarians and the Saxons.

During the 1848-1849 Revolution, as well as in the period of the liberal experi-
ment between the years 1860-1865, this symbolic reorganisation of Transylvania on
ethno-national criteria fuelled the political projects of a modern national nature. The
Hungarians and the Szeklers used Transylvania’s autonomy, as well as their ruling posi-
tion in the province as a springboard for the project of recreating a Hungarian nation-
al state within the historical borders of the Kingdom of Hungary. For this purpose,
they acted in order to dissolve the old Transylvanian local identities, under the unify-
ing umbrella of the new Hungarian citizenship. But their homogenisation project was
not perfect, as shown by the fact that the roots of interwar Transylvanism, which empha-
sised Transylvania’s specificity by comparison with Hungary, can be detected even
from the Dualist period.”

Unlike the Hungarians, the Romanians and the Saxons fully used the symbolic resources
provided by the Transytvanian particularism (historical, denominational, demographic, region-
al peculiarities) as arguments in favour of preserving a privileged status in the case of the
Saxons, or in order to gain a better one, in the case of the Romanians. Up until the
moment when Romania became the new actual motherland of the Transylvanian Romanians
(namely after 1918) and Germany a symbolic one, called Mutterland, for the Transylvanian
Saxons (beginning with the Dualist period), the two communities that were aggressed by
Budapest’s nationalism considered that Transylvania was their “motherland.™ Due to the
fact that it was conceived by both communities as multiethnic (as opposed to the Hungarians,
who homogenised it within the large boundaries of the “Hungarian political nadon™), the
Romanians’ and the Saxons’ national objective was that of ensuring for themselves a place
as comfortable and as safe as possible in this common motherland that had to be shared with
others. In these circumstances, the autonomy on national criteria was considered to be the
golden formula and it was going to be secured through the most suitable territorial, polit-
ical, administratve, denominational, educatonal and cultural frames.

In the revolutionary tumult of 1848, the Romanian leaders attempted to build a gen-
uine “Romanian country” in Transylvania, whose regional components were the 15
“legions” (Auraria Gemina, Auraria et Salinae, Blasiana, Legiunea de Cimpie,* Tara
Birsei and Figiras, etc.).” The manner in which the names and responsibility areas of
these divisions were chosen reflects a Romantic, emotional mentality, that combined schol-
arly references with the Roman antiquity and Transylvania’s administrative map with the
tactical, from the terrain, situation of the “prefects,” namely the commanders of the
Romanian irregular troops.
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