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The numerical aspects have been and will always remain controversial, more
so with regard to the pre-statistical period. Still, according to some estimates, the
numeric ratio between the sedentary (settled) (agrarian/pastoral) populations
and the nomads that occupied equal areas would be of approx. 10 to 1.7 The
proportion, overwhelmingly in favour of those working the land, is accounted
for by the fact that an agricultural field could provide food for more people
than the same surface used by the nomads for shepherding. As in the case of all
sedentary populations the working of the land was complemented by shepherd-
ing, and nomadism is not always pure (with a basic type of agriculture practised
temporarily on small surfaces that would more often than not be swapped for
new terrains), it is only appropriate that we slightly modify the aforementioned
ratio, in the case of certain areas and situations. As far as the absolute numerical
data is concerned, the references are very few indeed, some of them being almost
not suitable for use. For instance, Procopius of Caesarea says that the war against
the East Goths cost the Byzantine Empire 10 million human lives, which is ut-
terly fictitious.® The numbers of the Petchenegs that are said to have crossed the
Danube in the south, in 1048, were estimated by Skylitzes to have amounted
to 800,000 men, and those of the Ouzes, in 1064, to 600,000.° These figures
might get close to reality only if divided by 10. Generally speaking, though,
following laborious calculations correlated to pertinent proofs, some historians
ventured to make numerical estimates referring to the migratory populations.
Thus, today it is considered that the number of Batavians was around 50,000,
that of the Alamans, who fought at Strasbourg in A.D. 357 was 20,000, and
that of the Goth warriors at Adrianopolis, in A. D. 378 was 10,000"°. The West
Goths, on entering Spain, were probably 70-80,000 in number, and the Vandals,
when they crossed into Africa, may have been c. 80,000 souls, although this fig-
ure may be a cliché.!! In the 6™ century, the horde of the Avars did not exceed in
number 20,000 men, and Genghis Khan’s Mongolia, in the 13* century, had an
army of 129,000 men.'? Surely, judging by these figures that appear as such in
different sources or are deduced through calculations, it is almost impossible to
estimate the quantum of the whole population of these peoples. Concerning the
Hungarians of the 9"-10 centuries, only one numeric figure that survived be-
longs to Dzaihani, whose works served as a source of inspiration for Ibn Rusta
and Gardizi, who gave accounts as to how the Hungarian chief would call to
arms 20,000 warriors.!® Taking this into account, it has been considered that the
effort of 4-5 families was necessary for the maintenance of one armed warrior,
hence the number of families would amount to 100,000 and that of the total
population to 500,000 conquering Hungarians (if we were to admit that there
were about 5 individuals per family).'* Suffice to say that the numbers seem to
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intensified. The new judicial organization of an exceptional character (28 June
1366) allowed the Hungarian nobility to “exterminate and to make nothing of
the malefactors of any nation of this land, namely the Romanians.”” Still this
complex set of problems, in connection with the belonging of the Romanians
to Orthodoxy, in connection with the Catholic proselytism and the existence on
the outskirts of Hungary of the two free Romanian states, led to the situation in
which, gradually, at the end of the 14" century and the beginning of the follow-
ing one, the Romanians of Transylvania were to be barred from forming a u#:-
versitas and excluded as an ethnic entity from amongst the nations. They ceased
to be a component of the state and they ceased participating as a distinct group-
ing in the exercise of power, in the same manner in which the nobles, the Saxons
and the Szeklers continued to do it. Only through ennoblement and Catholi-
cization could the Romanian leaders still preserve their status, but at the price
of severing themselves from the mass of their own nation. On the other hand,
the Catholicization of all the “schismatics” from within the kingdom also had
further important consequences, as the same Bartholomew of Alverna points
out, consequences referring to the relations of these “schismatics” to their fellow
nationals who had independent states on the borders of Hungary: “Many evils...
will cease, evils which (they) now unconsciously commit against the Christians
(Catholics) together with the ones outside the kingdom, of the same language
and sect as themselves.”™® So, if the Romanians, the Serbs, and the Bulgarians
in Hungary had become Catholic, then the “evils” ensuing from their ethno-
linguistic and Orthodox solidarity with their free brethren would have ceased
to exist. The vicar of Bosnia (as well as the Hungarian king) set forth from a
theological argumentation meant to justify the conversion of the Orthodox and
arrived at a political one, presented directly and explicitly. It is evident that the
political reasons are more important in this entire action. The assimilation of the
Orthodox believers to heretics, increasing as the religious union proved to be
impossible, had also political and social consequences. King Louis’ measures di-
rected against the Romanians have an ideological justification: the “schismatic”
landowners—heretics—were considered and declared iniusti possessores (unjust
owners) and deprived of their lands, peacefully or by the instruments of the cru-
sade. This was the punishment applied to the heretics, according to the Church
canons, namely the seizure of their assets or even the theft of these assets.® For
the special case of Transylvania, the affiliation to the Eastern Church was incom-
patible with landed property, with the nobility and with the adjacent privileges.
Consequently, the Orthodox affiliation was enough reason for the Transvivanian
and Hungarian officials to prevent Romanians from being an estate (universitas)
as the Catholics were. .
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that through Catholicization the “schismatics” from within the kingdom could
be broken off from their fellow nationals from outside the kmgdom (1380), we
notice a continuity of the policy of the Hungarian kingdom in the area. We're
talking here about the determination of King Louis I to be an obligatory in-
termediary between the Papacy and the Orthodox and Romanian people of his
area of domination and hegemony, of assuring the conversion of the Romanians
within the framework and under the aegis of the political-religious hierarchy of
Hungary: the refusal of allowing the direct connection between the Romanians
and the centre of Catholicism was the ecclesiastic manifestation of the effort of
the Hungarian royalty to hinder the evolution of the Romanian society towards
a powerful and independent statehood.!® That is why, through the establish-
ment of the metropolitan sees connected directly to Constantinople—the other
European centre of legitimizing independent political power—the Romanians
in Wallachia and Moldavia counteracted the policy of the Hungarian royalty, and
the Romanians from within the Hungarian state presently subordinated them-
selves to this new superior Romanian hierarchy (the metropolitan bishop of
Wallachia was also exarchos of Transylvania and of Hungary). Thus, the Catholic
propaganda carried out amongst the Romanians from without the kingdom
yielded no important practical results.

Nonetheless, what was the outcome of the proselytism carried out in Hun-
gary? At a first glance, success should seem to have been noteworthy, since it is
known that after Louis fought the “schismatic” countries that had risen against
his sovereignty, he decided to do away with the internal “schism.” A writing
having a polemic character, drawn up by the Franciscan monks, sustains that,
around A.D. 1380, 400,000 “schismatics” had been re-christened in the Roman
rite in the course of a year; amongst them we should also see numerous Roma-
nians—the most important mass of Orthodox populace in the kingdom.!* But
the number of 400,000 individuals converted in one year cannot be accepted
(perhaps only reduced 10 times), because it comes from a source interested in
exaggerating and because the precise estimates, in figures, for that period, are
always doubtful. If we were to assume that Catholic proselytsm in Hungary
had known only 10 years as glorious as the one evoked, we would come to the
number of 4 million converted Orthodox, which was greatly in excess of the
then population of the kingdom, even if we admitted that this population was
entirely Orthodox. .Still, the assertion of this number of 400,000 individuals
converted in one year indicates the great proportion of non-Catholics amongst
the population of Hungary. If the historical sources could launch such an exag-
gerated number, it means that nobody doubted the great numbers of “schismat-
ics” in Hungary.



























