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Introduction
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No matter how precise a scholar’s field of specialization may be, through his creative work, he walks the thorny path of ideas. However, unlike the fakir who arrives alone on the other side of the pit full of hot embers, the scholar creates a solid path so that others who follow him may have safe passage and venture on new thorny paths themselves.

Dumitru Mărtinaş took his place in the history of culture through his studies in which he expressed his desire to make us understand once again that all persons are part of the wonderful and grand concert of peoples. He understood that, like any individual, he was at the same time both an agent and a witness to human unity and solidarity, and this is how he expressed himself insistently in his writings. His work, completed by editors with careful accuracy so as not alter in any way its content and shape, was the result of years of scholarship. This synthesis of his work appears now, for the first time, in English. This book is his answer to the primordial question: Who am I? Persevering in this quest, he discovered himself in relation to his fellow human beings, for in seeking the origins of the Changos he discovered his own origins, as he too belonged to this group of people: alike or different, that is stem or hybrid, corresponding in the Magyar language to törzs vagy csángό.

In the Romanian lands, Slavic influence led to Romanian Catholics being looked upon as hybrids, similar, on a different level, to the Szecklers (Magyars) who, coming from Transylvania to Moldavia, accepted to live within the Romanian environment on the other side of the Carpathians. Catholics (even indigenous ones) became allogenic, as the center of their religion was outside the Romanian Principalities, giving foreign powers a pretext to intervene for religious reasons and to establish a protectorate.

It is well-known that, in many parts of Romania, there is a lexical identity between the words German and mechanic, a kind of technical hybridization of the Romanians with the Germans. To claim the Changos as Magyars – by applying a word meaning hybrid, according to a simple religious criterion – Catholicism – would be as if Germany would claim the Germans in Romania according to a professional criterion – that of mechanic. This is what Dumitru Mărtinaş demonstrates in this remarkable book, the first on the subject written by a member of this population.

In the early nineteenth century, Alexandru Cosma from Chiuruş, near Târgu Secuiesc – known by the Magyar name of Körösi Csoma Sándor, March 1784-11 April 1842) – traveled from Wallachia (1819) to Tibet, to discover, through comparative linguistic studies, the place of origin and the ancientness of the Magyar people. His thesis, maintaining that the Magyar language derived from the Sanskrit language, considered to be the matrix of languages on Earth, was invalidated long ago. The fervent disputes about priority, which gradually arose as a result of extreme nationalism, did not cease afterwards, but, on the contrary, increased in intensity.

In Moldavia, during the same period, the Catholic bishop Ioan Filip Paroni (2 August 1818-19 June 1825) tried to revoke the Turkish firman that interdicted his residence in Iaşi by accepting an Austrian protectorate, which was not recognized by the Porte. His relations with the consul Iosif Raab, the Hapsburg representative in Iaşi, led to a serious conflict with the state authorities and with Metropolitan Veniamin Costache, and because of his adversity with the superiors at the Congregation of Fide Propaganda, with the leadership of the Conventual-Franciscan Order, and with the local missionaries, he had to leave Moldavia. To build a defense for himself, under the pretext of the necessity of protection for the Catholics on the other side of the Carpathians, he associated himself with the Magyar missionaries whose number he increased through a convention with the Franciscan superior in Cluj, concluded immediately after his mandate (25 July 1825) and subsequently ratified after much insistence (8 April 1826). This measure served to prolong the Austrian protectorate in Moldavia.

The result was that the offensive of the Magyar missionaries against the Italian missionaries became stronger, and the Orthodox-Catholic conflict was aggravated by proselytism and a policy of deliberate Magyarization of the Romanian population (Catholic or non-Catholic, of Romanian or Magyar language.). This situation became known to the Vatican through a long series of interventions regarding Moldavia: signals of religious and human alarm, some of which, as we find in archives, are true social panoramas: the Apostolic Visitor Giuseppe Tomassi, sent to make investigations in Moldavia – 10 December 1858 (the Archives of the Congregation of Fide Propaganda, SC, Moldavia, volume II, ff. 805r-850v), Bishop Antoine Joseph Plyum – 9 October 1868 (Id., SC, Valachia, volume 14, ff. 484r-485r and onward), and Bishop Nicolo Camilli – 8 August 1883 (Id., Sc., Moldavia, volume 13, fo. 150+v and onward). Their reports reflect, as a common denominator, the tendency of the Magyar missionaries to denationalize the Romanians. The prelates mentioned above wrote that, in Moldavia, if all the Hungarians spoke Romanian, not all the Romanians spoke Hungarian, and while none of the Italian missionaries were Romanianizing the Magyars, the Magyar missionaries were doing their best to Magyarize the Romanians, aiming at territorial expansion over Moldavia and Wallachia.

The contemporary epoch, with the possibility of scholarly analysis through various means of investigation, has offered interdisciplinary works showing that the decreed “Changoization” has resulted from the reality that all Changos are Catholics. The bibliography on this problem has been enriched through a recent book by Kόs Károly, Szentimrei Judit, and Dr. Nagy Jenö, benefiting mostly by illustrations and an excellent editorial technique, the iconography exceeding or contradicting in some chapters the text. The important thing is that the authors bring evidence of Romanian popular art having been assimilated for a long time and with great power even in villages where the Catholics declare themselves to be of Szeckler (Magyar) origin, in a unity which is an inherent part of Moldavian art (of course we are not talking of the exaggerations according to which the potter’s wheel, the scissors, the spindle shuttle, and so on were “achievements” of Chango culture and civilization, introduced into the Romanian patrimony). But even with its imprecisions, this book is a positive event in the study of Romanian ethnography, being far less biased than older works. The reader will understand how far it is from the epoch in which the instigators, professional or dilettantes, tried to incite spirits with the “amiableness” of the protectorate, a protectorate which was never solicited by those whom the “protectors” called “hybrids” (the euphemistic term proposed by us does not correspond to the pejorative one in the Magyar language – csángό).

As the present volume attests, there is a large bibliography with tendentious titles dealing with this problem, and this is why Dumitru Mărtinaş elucidates, in a scholarly manner, the ethnic identity of himself and his people. In our times, their specific ethnic and spiritual features found their expression in the monumentality of certain public edifices which use as their prototype a peasant from Sasca (in the county of Suceava) – Ieremia Valahul – who was beatified by Pope John Paul II as “the first Romanian promoted to the dignity of Rome’s altars.” His integration into the history of Romanian Catholicism proves that the problem has been neglected or not understood by scholars and that it imposes scientific objectivity. Future scholars will continue the work begun by Dumitru Mărtinaş and will enrich scholarship through their exploration of Romanian culture.

The book is edited by Vasile M. Ungureanu, a philologist in Cluj, himself a Chango from Sagna (in the county of Neamţ), who is the author of the editor’s notes that enhance the author’s original text. Ion Coja coedited the original Romanian text, together with Vasile Ungureanu. The reader will find in the text of this book and in the notes the viewpoints of two Changos, Dumitru Mărtinaş and Vasile M. Ungureanu, regarding their origins and ethnic allegiance. Their conclusions are drawn from the tradition in which they were born and grew up, as well as the results of years of historical and linguistic research that bore out the popular tradition of their Romanian origin.

Ion Dumitru-Snagov
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Author’s Preface
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The history of research on the Changos is full of long, adventurous, and very often futile searches. This problem has held the attention of scholars because of their Magyar dialect, which can still be heard in a few villages in Moldavia. This gave rise to a long controversy centered around the strange non-Magyar phonetic system of this dialect, a controversy that has not as yet ceased. Although investigations of the Changos are old and often required an arduous scholarly effort, to date, they have not led to satisfactory results. The efforts of historians proved useless when faced with the complexity and obscurity, apparently unsolvable, of this historical-linguistic phenomenon. In Gustav Weigand’s opinion, the presence of this population on the territory of Romania represents a historical enigma, ein Rätsel. A more recent scholar who studied this problem, Géza Bakό, said, in 1962, that the problem in itself was still unsolved at that time. Although it is not known how and from where they appeared, the ancestors of unknown origin of the Changos were supposedly assimilated by the Magyars long ago, in circumstances which remain obscure, and then, in a more recent epoch, it is assumed that they were denationalized in their great majority by the Moldavian Romanians. What was, however, the origin of the primitive Changos? Who were their ancestors? Where was their initial land situated? What was their original language? What is the significance behind their strange name, Changos? All these represent still unsolved problems for researchers.

In 1766, the Szeckler missionary Petru Zöld discovered that the Changos he visited were bilingual: Omnes linguam moldavicam sive valachicam aeque ac hungaricam et callent, et loquuntur (“All of them know and speak equally well both Romanian and Hungarian”). For the deciphering of the uncertain past of a bilingual population, a thorough study of both languages spoken by that population is necessary. The scholar today finds himself surprised by the fact that, up to now, all scholarly research has avoided the study of the Romanian Chango dialect, linguists being concerned exclusively with the problems of their Hungarian dialect. Involuntarily, the reader asks himself: why did scholars in the past avoid researching the Romanian dialect spoken by the majority of this population, considering such research useless and inconclusive? Why has the Romanian linguistic aspect of the problem been looked upon as non-existent, avoided, ignored, and thrust into semi-darkness by scholars?

It seems that the “enigmatic” Changos in Moldavia came here in roundabout ways from a lesser-known epoch of Romanian history. The abolishing of their past being impossible, scholars tried to adjust it. In this long and toilsome effort of “correction”, an element of great scientific importance was forgotten: their Romanian dialect. It was thought that by passing over the original language of the population in silence and by substituting it with a foreign language, which it never acquired correctly, its historical past could be forgotten, and its assimilation by the Hungarian population would be ensured. This experience failed, as the Changos never forgot their native language. The history of this problem will be discussed in the pages of this book.

Inverting the procedure used up to now in the research of this phenomenon, the present study concentrates first of all, on the Romanian dialect of the Changos, which differs significantly from that of the Romanians living in Moldavia.

The thorough study of this important linguistic and historical document opens for scholars a whole different perspective on the historical past of this population from that which has been espoused by linguists and historians up to now. The unveiling of this past, which was considered for a long time an enigma, is of great interest for Romanian history, because the origins of the Chango population should not be sought in the nebulous epoch of the migration of peoples, as some authors have tried to do in the past, but it is the result of more recent historical processes, which took place some time ago in the open, but around which, over time, the legend of an enigma has been created.

By pointing out the old problem of the Szecklerization of the Romanians and emphasizing the inherent link between this historical process and the appearance of the Changos in Transylvania, we do not intend to reopen a thorny problem, which we can regret, but which cannot be reversed, and which, at the same time, cannot be forgotten or ignored. We only want to offer to scholars and to the public the key to understanding the “enigma” of the Changos, a problem long considered to be indecipherable, which past investigations failed to elucidate, not because the phenomenon was indecipherable in itself, but because, in their great majority, those who studied it did not, for various reasons, approach the problem in the proper scholarly manner.

The process of Szecklerization of numerous Romanian villages in southeastern Transylvania belongs to times buried forever by historical evolution. Today, respect for the language, culture, and individuality of any people is part of the respect and appreciation we give to the cultural values of all humankind. In this spirit, we sought the origins of the Changos in Moldavia so that they may, as is their right, be considered what they are and not something else.

Dumitru Mărtinaş
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An Old Historical Controversy:
The Origins of the Changos
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Before dealing with the problem of the Romanian dialect of the Changos,[1] it is necessary to discuss the historical and geographical aspects of the problem of the origins of the Changos and to make certain distinctions known. These are intended to facilitate the understanding of the linguistic facts and to eliminate, from the beginning, a series of confusions which have contributed a great deal to misleading scholars in the past and to creating the almost inextricable intricacy of the problem.

From a geographical point of view, the village population in Moldavia, known under the popular name of Hungarians and in scholarly circles under the name of Changos, is not a homogeneous population and does not live in a precise area. It is dispersed among the mass of native Moldavians living in the middle basin of the Siret River, from Paşcani, in the north, to where the Trotuş and Siret rivers meet, as well as to the east, in the county of Iaşi, and to the west, in the county of Neamţ.

From the point of view of their origins, the Changos can be divided into two different ethnic categories:

a) First, the great majority of the Changos concentrated in the region of the cities of Roman (the northern group) and Bacău (the southern group), about whom it is known for certain that they are not Szecklers;[2] they wear Romanian national costumes, most of them speak Romanian in a specific Transylvanian dialect and live according to Romanian ways and customs. Given the language they speak, their traditions, and their ethnographic heritage, this is a population of Transylvanian Romanians, as will be demonstrated later on.

b) Second, in terms of numerical importance, there is a group of Changos of Szeckler origin (around 25,000 people), the great majority living in the valleys of the Trotuş and Tazlău rivers, and a few in the Siret valley, their native dialect being very close to the Szeckler one, having Szeckler customs, and their way of life being similar to that of the Szecklers. Today, most of them are bilingual, speaking the Moldavian dialect of Romanian fluently as well. They live in approximately 30 localities, mixed with Romanian Moldavians.

These two populations, although they are known under the same generic name of Hungarians or Changos, in reality, are two distinct peoples, different through their language and ethnicity, through their customs and consciousness. The Szecklers do not consider themselves Changos, and the Changos do not consider themselves Szecklers. This is a well-established fact, recognized by scholars such as Nicolae Iorga, Radu Rosetti, Gustav Weigand, and Laszlo Mikecs. In this sense, we specify that only the Changos in the first category use the sibilant pronunciation /s/ instead of /sh/ and /z/ instead of /zh/, while the others do not. The mistaken identification of these two populations as belonging to the ethnic group has generated numerous errors in scholarship and much confusion.

***
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It is well known that scholarship in general, both Hungarian and Romanian, considers the Changos to be a population of non-Romanian origin, usually Magyar. On the other hand, the Changos do not consider themselves Magyars, but Catholics or Romanian Catholics, thus preserving the tradition recorded by Dimitrie Cantemir about the Moldavian Catholics of his time, who declared themselves Catholics, both by nation, as well as by religion: tum natione, tum religione, ut se vocant Catholici.[3]

Unfortunately, for two centuries after the recording of this tradition, no Romanian scholar dealt specifically with the problem of the Catholic population in Moldavia, considering it to be a question of interest mainly to Hungarian researchers. Thus, those who studied the problem ignored systematically the very approach from which they could have solved the “enigma”, whose approach as a Hungarian problem did not lead to any conclusive results.

The appearance of the first Romanian studies dedicated to the Chango phenomenon marks the beginning of the ultimate resolution of this controversial problem. The hypothesis regarding the Romanian origin of the Changos explains both the linguistic evidence and the historical facts related to the problem. The most important Romanian works on the subject were written by Iosif Petru M. Pal[4] and Petru Râmneanţu.[5] The valuable suggestion made by Nicolae Iorga regarding the mystery hidden in the old Transylvanian costume, which led him to the conclusion that “they are far from being as foreign as one might presume,”[6] must also be mentioned.

From a social and political point of view, the problem of this population was pointed out to the Romanians already in the mid-nineteenth century, at the Ad-Hoc Divan in Moldavia in 1857, by Mihail Kogălniceanu, who had words of generous political and human understanding, supporting civil rights for the Changos.[7] When some of the deputies in the assembly argued that the catholic villagers should be denied political rights,[8] Mihail Kogălniceanu, supported by Costache Negri, defended with conviction their legitimate rights, which they had earned by living and working side by side with the Orthodox villagers. At the meeting of 12 November 1857, the great politician made the following judicious considerations: “Let me show you now what kind of future awaits us if the proposal is rejected: thousands of inhabitants will thus be declared without rights, although they take part in all the obligations, pay taxes, perform military service, and share in all the hardships of the country. Every one of these inhabitants, declared foreigners in their own country, would be entitled to say the same thing that, at the first elections, a Catholic inhabitant from Săbăoani, elected deputy for the county of Roman, replied to the subprefect, who would not recognize him as deputy because he was a Catholic: ‘Why, sir, if all the villages elected me to defend their rights in the Great Assembly, although I am a Catholic, can I not be a deputy? But when you collect our taxes, when we give you our sons to serve in the army, when we do statute labor for you, why are we not Catholics then, but are regarded as Orthodox believers? Sir, if we cannot be deputies because we are Catholics, then let us be Catholics when we pay our taxes and do all our labors.’[9] Let us think seriously, gentlemen, about what we are doing. By rejecting the proposal, it is not only that we do not give, but we actually take away rights that have been held for hundreds of years by natives like the Catholic freeholders in the regions of Bacău and Iaşi. They have always considered themselves natives, enjoying all civic and political rights.”[10]

Costache Negri declared, on the same occasion: “As for the Catholic natives, there is not much to talk about; there are 50 or 60 thousand of them, who, together with us, for centuries, in all our moments of trial and tribulation, have endured all the sufferings that the Lord our God wished to admonish us with, to bring us on the path of wisdom and justice that we need today... I am going to conclude with a great precept of our holy and gracious Christian religion: treat others as you would want them to treat you. We ask for rights; we must give rights.”[11]

As a result of the arguments put forth by these Romanian leaders, the political rights of the Catholic inhabitants of Moldavia were subsequently recognized. Nevertheless, Romanian public opinion and Romanian scholars remained misinformed or little interested in them, adhering to the conclusions of certain Magyar scholars, which they accepted without critical analysis, especially considering the linguistic evidence on which these conclusions were based. This is why, even today, students of philology are taught about the Magyar origin of these Catholic inhabitants, a conclusion which, not long ago, even the state believed, treating them as an ethnic Magyar minority, with all the legal provisions. As a result, the Romanian state created schools for the Changos with Magyar as the language of instruction and with a syllabus geared toward Magyar culture.[12] However, the Changos refused to attend these schools and protested that denationalization was being imposed upon them, asking for Romanian schools instead. The tradition of their Romanian origins and the common sense of unity proved stronger than any outside influences. But neither public opinion nor the authorities, nor the press, especially the foreign press, succeeded in understanding the real significance of what was, at that time, around 1950, called “the absurd gesture” of this population. In fact, the gesture was not absurd, as we will demonstrate later, but was a logical action, a consequence of a long and difficult history largely unknown to Romanian public opinion.[13]

On the occasion of an interesting controversy around the question of language and dialect, Romulus Todoran, a linguist in Cluj, dealt in short with the “Chango dialect,” “spoken by the largest group of Magyar population in Moldavia,” a branch of the Magyar language, with an isolated existence and a peculiar development within the Hungarian language, which, however, disappears gradually through its mixture with the Romanian language.[14]

Statements of this kind were the result of the lack of sufficient information in this field, which explains, but does not justify, the error in which Romanian linguistics persists.

If Magyar historians and linguists paid proper attention, and with good reasons, to the Hungarian dialect spoken by a few thousand Changos who were more profoundly affected by the process of Szecklerization, it is necessary, in the interest of scholarship, that equal attention be paid to the Romanian Transylvanian dialect spoken until recently by the great majority of the Changos (around 200,000), and still spoken today by many of them, especially women and old people, mainly from the villages of the northern group. The study of this dialect brings forth very interesting and edifying linguistic and historical facts regarding the origin and the historical past of this population. If it is indisputable that linguistic analysis can be regarded as a valuable historical tool, previous conceptions about the Changos will have to be reconsidered in this light.

As far as the ethnic origin of the Changos is concerned, scholars in the past, almost all of them Hungarian, disseminated a series of hypothesis and legends, which later on proved to be heavily influenced by the Romanticism and Nationalism characteristics of the epoch. Thus, the Magyar historian Gegö Elek, sent in 1837 by the Magyar Society of Sciences to visit and study the Changos in Moldavia, found so many non-Magyar elements in their language, costume, appearance, customs, and way of life that, overlooking visible Romanian ethnographic characteristics, he drew the conclusion that they were of Cuman origin, although no historical, linguistic, or ethnographic evidence supported such conclusions.[15] Knowing that the characteristics he observed were not Magyar, and failing to consider that they could be Romanian, the historian took refuge in the Cuman hypothesis, admitting, indirectly, the non-Magyar character of this population.

Later on, Gustav Weigand also adopted the hypothesis concerning their Cuman origin on the basis of the sibilant pronunciation, a phenomenon characteristic of the phonetic traditions which, he assumed, without any proof, were belated reflex of the Cuman language.[16] The German linguistic also noticed a series of incontestable Romanian aspects among the Changos, but, like some Magyar authors, he considered that these resulted from a recent and strong Romanian influence among the Magyarized Cumans.[17]

The Magyar historian Karácsonyi János assumed, without plausible evidence, that they were the descendants of a group of Cabars, an Asian population that was in the pay of the Magyars during the period in which they occupied Pannonia, although no linguistic or ethnographic connection can be established between the Cabars and the Changos.[18]

Other historians considered a possible Pecheneg origin of the Changos. Even Nicolae Iorga, during a conference in 1918, put forward the hypothesis that they could be descendants of an ancient Turkish population, established in Moldavia before the appearance of the Magyars in Europe, which allegedly gave the names to certain mountains in the Eastern Carpathians (Rarău, Ceahlău).[19] This hypothesis could not be confirmed by linguistic studies either.

The hypothesis of the Cuman origin of the Changos was widely accepted for a time. All the unknown aspects of this problem, including the sibilant pronunciation, were attributed to a presumed Cuman origin. In other words, an unknown factor (the origin of the Changos) was explained through another unknown factor (the origin of the sibilant pronunciation). And because, for a time, some historians considered the Cumans as being a people related to the Huns, there was even the assumption of their Hunish origin.[20]

According to other authors, the Changos are the descendants of a group of Magyars from Atelkuz, who, not wanting to go on to Pannonia, preferred to settle on the valleys of the Siret, Moldova, and Bistriţa rivers.[21]

While Magyar scholars attributed all sorts of ethno-historical antecedents to the Changos, without being able to decide on any one in particular, Romanian historians in the past (A.D. Xenopol, D. Onciul, Radu Rosetti, and so on) agreed on the fact that the Changos represented a population of Magyar origin.[22] Their Catholicism in particular, and the Hungarian dialect of a small part of them, seemed to them to be proof of their Magyar origin.

The religious criterion did not prove sufficient either to resolve the controversial problem of the ethnic origin of the Changos. The first to realize this were Magyar linguists. Unlike historians, they adopted another research criterion, the linguistic one. These linguists were, with good reason, intrigued and confused by the fact that the phonetic system of the Chango Hungarian dialect was so alien to the phonological tradition of the Magyar language, so that for them it was obvious that the ancestors of the Changos were not Magyars, but belonged to another basis of articulation, to another phonological tradition, to another language, to another ethnic origin.[23]

The ethnicity of their ancestors remained, however, an unsolved problem. These scholars were concerned with finding out what was the language of the proto-Changos and where their initial native land was situated. To shed light on this problem, Magyar scholars undertook ample investigations in different geographic regions, from the western border with Austria to the far lands of Asia, but they could not recover any traces of the Changos anywhere. Neither the language, nor the native land, nor the origin of their ancestors could be identified. Not even the family of languages to which that primitive language might have belonged could be determined, or if it is still spoken somewhere or died out without a trace in the chaotic confusion of the migration of peoples. Generations of scientists, historians, and linguists tried, without success, to solve this problem. In 1941, Domokos Pál Péter expressed his bewilderment this way: “It is hard to find an answer to the questions: who are the Changos in Moldavia? When did they settle on the territories they are living on today? Who Christianized them in the Catholic religion and when? Who taught them to speak Hungarian?”[24]

While the historical origins of the Changos remained a mystery to this author, he nevertheless asserted that the Changos belong, without any doubt, to the Magyar nation, as they speak or once speak Hungarian, and that their Romanian language of today was borrowed from the Moldavians in a recent epoch and is the result of denationalization. This statement remains unfounded, as long as their Romanian language is not taken into consideration, and without it, the “enigma” of the phenomenon cannot be solved.

An interesting moment in the history of this controversy came when the Romanian biologist Petru Râmneanţu, using a new method of investigation, analyzing blood groups, established that the Changos have the same biological index as the Romanians and that their origin is Romanian.[25] Certain foreign political circles did not agree with this argument, and following powerful diplomatic pressure from Baron Manfred von Killinger, Nazi Germany’s ambassador to Bucharest, the book was withdrawn from circulation.

More recently, again taking up research on the problem of the origins of the Changos, Géza Bakό reached the conclusion that the sibilant pronunciation was, in times past, part of a territorial Magyar dialect in the region of the rivers Rába and Repce, close to the border with Austria. The ancestors of the Changos supposedly belonged to this group of Magyars, who lived in this region between the tenth and the thirteenth centuries. They were supposedly moved to southeastern Transylvania for military purposes, and later on, they crossed into Moldavia, where we can still find them today. But both at the beginning and at the end of the study the author, being prudent, expresses certain reservations, which are actually the latest conclusions of scholars after two centuries of controversy: a) today the problem itself is still not irrevocably solved;” b) “there remain, of course, many questions to which, at present, we cannot provide any answers.”[26]

Finally, Gyula Marton, in a monograph investigating Romanian lexical loans to the Hungarian Chango dialect, refrains from formulating a firm conclusion about the origins of the Changos but leaves the reader to believe that, given the langue they speak, they belong to the Magyar nation.[27] Neither Géza Bakό nor Gyula Marton mention anything about the Romanian dialect, different from the Moldavian one, spoken by the majority of the Changos.

As we can see, despite all of the research that has been carried out, there is still much confusion and uncertainty surrounding the problem of the origins of this population. However, a certain consistent line of thought can be noticed throughout this long and difficult research: the tendency to attribute to the Changos various distant, enigmatic origins; the tendency to ignore, or at least to underestimate, the evidently Romanian ethnographic elements (their costumes, their customs, their way of life), elements which could not have been borrowed in a recent epoch, but were inherited from their ancestors; the firm assertion that they supposedly borrowed their Romanian dialect from the Moldavians in a recent epoch, ignoring the specific Transylvanian character of their speech (none of the researchers asked the question: from where and from whom did the Changos inherit their Romanian dialect?).

Scholars continued to ignore this old Romanian dialect, a mistake with serious consequences for the scholarly investigation of this problem. Most researchers held the opinion that the Changos represented, until recently, an exclusively Magyarophone population, because the fact that they speak Romanian is supposedly the result of their recent linguistic assimilation in Moldavia. The ones who taught the Changos to speak Romanian, in their specific dialect, however, could not have been the Moldavians. They had inherited this dialect from their Romanian forefathers in Transylvania. The observation made by Petru Zöld in 1766 that the Changos spoke Hungarian and Romanian equally well helps to support this hypothesis. This explains why the Magyar linguists never dealt with the Romanian dialect of the Changos. Hungarian authors have looked at the problem exclusively from a nationalist point of view. The essential problem, namely their Romanian dialect, was passed over in silence. The reader can easily imagine how the history of the Romanians in Transylvania would have remained, let us suppose if left exclusively in the hands of certain nationalist historians such as Sulzer, Roesler, Hunfalvy, and others. Such a history would have presented a distorted, incomplete image of the past of the Transylvanian Romanians, corresponding not to the historical truth, but to the political interests of Hungarian nationalists of those times. In short, the history of the Transylvanian Romanians would have been neglected. This situation is similar to that of the
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