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Difficulties in Researching the Demographic Behaviour of Ethnic 

Hungarian and Roma Communities from Romania 
 

In analyzing the demographic processes concerning ethnic minorities - in our case 

the ethnic Hungarians and Roma from Romania - we encounter some difficulties.  

There are different ethnic communities living in Romania: according to the last 

census, from 2002, besides the majority (the ethnic Romanians, about 90 %), the biggest 

ethnic minorities are the Hungarians (6,6%) and Roma (Gipsy, 2,5%). These 

communities, and usually the main ethnic minorities from Eastern Europe did not 

immigrate to their present country during the last century. An important number of ethnic 

groups which did not belong to the main national group (Romanians), such as Hungarians 

from Transylvania, Germans etc, received Romanian citizenship in the 1920s, not 

because of emigration but as a result of a shifting of frontiers. 

Since then, demographic data have been collected in Romania, including those 

related to ethnic belonging and vital statistics.  

In this paper, we would like to answer to following questions:  

1. What is the relevance and validity of ethnic distribution statistical data in 

Romania? 

2. What is the degree of correspondence between different data sources (register 

data of vital statistics and census) for main minority groups? 

 

Registration and number of ethnic Hungarians from Romania  

 

Analyzing the evolution of the number of ethnic Hungarians from Transylvania1 during 

the 20th Century, we may observe a gradual decrease in relative numbers. In absolute 

                                                           
1 Transylvania is the Western part of Romania since 1920 (According to the Trianon Treaty). Before that, 
Transylvania was part of Hungary, but the majority of the population was ethnic Romanian. 



numbers we can observe a first decrease between 1910 and 1930, probably mostly after 

the Trianon treaty when Transylvania became part of Romania and a lot of ethnic 

Hungarians left the region. Another decrease is only virtual, because a significant part of 

the population could change their identity or only the declaration about their identity. In 

fact, the following table shows that in 1910, and generally in Census data from Hungary, 

we have no data according to ethnicity, only about the mother tongue, or the language a 

person speaks best. But in our cases this data is not very useful, because there were some 

non-Hungarian ethnic groups speaking Hungarian, including Jews, schwabs from Satu-

Mare (germans) who were deported (Jews) or emigrated. There was also a significant 

number of linguistically Hungarized Romanians since 1880. In 1920, their number was 

about 100 000 inhabitants according to some estimations (Hanák, 1988, 416-417), who 

may have reconsidered their ethnicity later, but certainly their children chose between 

Romanian or Hungarian identity. In Romanian realities ethnicity2 does not mean ethnic 

origin, but etnocultural identity, which is not identical with speaking a language better, or 

speaking the first language of one’s mother in all cases. We cannot compare the total 

number of ethnic Hungarians according to 1930, 1956, 1966, 1977 and 1992 with 1910 

linguistic data. (See table 1, Appendix)  

 In this sense the absolute number of ethnic Hungarians decreased at first only 

since the 1977 census data, until 1992, with about 89 000 persons, with 5,2 percents.  

 We will analyse the reasons of this decrease in the following parts. 

 Looking at the previous table we may observe that the Hungarian-speaking 

population is more numerous in all Censuses than the number of ethnic Hungarians. The 

highest difference was in 1930, i.e. 129018 persons. This difference decreased gradually., 

This difference was the smallest in 1977, namely 6730 persons, while in 1992 it was 

14176 persons. On the surface this would imply that in Ceausescu’s Romania with a 

nationalist population policy some non-Hungarians were assimilated by ethnic 

Hungarians. This is nonsense. In fact, in 1977 the real number of Hungarian speaking 

                                                           
2 The Romanian term „naţionalitate”, which is usually translated “ethnicity”, is not identical to ethnic origin 
“origine etnică” or citizenship. The term “nationalitate” means cultural national identity, relevant in Eastern 
Europe, defined by E. Hobsbawn in Nations and nationalism since 1780. 



persons was higher than it appeared in census publications.3 There are two possible 

explanations: either people did not declare the reality, maybe due to being influenced, or 

the Statistical Office modified the total number of Hungarian-speaking persons. The real 

difference between Hungarian ethnicity and language data in 1977 could be about 25 000, 

if the ethnic/linguistic reconversions were at the same level as between 1956 and 1977.  

 The main characteristics of ethnic Hungarians according to religion are shown in 

Table 2. 

 The majority of ethnic Hungarians from Romania (98,7%) live in Transylvania. 

The territorial and urban-rural distribution of ethnic Hungarians is shown in Table 3. 

 

Short evaluation of the 2002 census from Romania from the point of view of the 

relevancy of ethnic data 

 

The 2002 census from Romania – as any census – shall be viewed as a very good 

approximation, not a precise seizing of the number of population. Irregularities detected 

by the media had already pointed out that there were people who were not counted and 

there were others who were counted twice. As for the ethnic-nationality data of the 

census, as a result of comparing the prognoses and the results they have to be taken 

seriously and considered authentic from the point of view of order of magnitude. Based 

on our estimations from our paper published in Korunki, the decrease seemed smaller 

before the census. Based on those calculations the decrease in the Hungarian population 

would have been smaller than 190 thousand. This differences is primarily due to certain 

methodological differences between the registration of population in 1992 and 2002 of 

which one had a significant influence on the evolution of the number of Hungarians and 

the quantification of the decrease. The official analysis – published by the collaborators 

of the National Statistics Institute – on the comparison between the preliminary results of 

the 2002 census and the 1992 results revealed that while during the 1992 census all those 

Romanian and foreign citizens who had their permanent residence in Romania were 

included in the permanent population, irrespective of where they lived at their inclusion 

                                                           
3 In fact the distributions according to native languages was published only in 1990, after the end of the 
dictatorship. 



or how long they had left. According to this calculation, the population of the country 

would have been 21 852 600 persons in 2002 and the number of Hungarians would be 

also higher than 1 434 thousand persons (approx. 1,5 million). In 2002, according to UN 

and EUROSTAT methodological recommendations, Romanian citizens living abroad for 

more than a year were not included into the permanent population, which represented 

178,5 persons, while foreign citizens living in Romania for more than a year were 

included into the permanent population, their number being 24 thousand personsii. This is 

how we arrive to a permanent population of 21 698,2 thousand persons for the country. 

Therefore, this population of 178 503 non-registered persons it is not included into 

detailed tables or the total population because these Romanian citizens do have not lived 

in the country for more than a year. The extent of the period spent abroad was registered 

based on the declarations of their relatives who (usually) knew that they were subject to 

punishment if they did not declare true data. We may assume that the most important part 

of the difference between my prognosis and the final result is due to this difference, 

because a significant part of those living abroad for more than a year come from 

Hungarian counties, totally 158469 persons. According to my opinion, a significant part 

of those living abroad for more than a year are Hungarians and here ethnic proportions 

from Transylvania may not be employed as a key because Hungarians have a special 

situation: as they speak Hungarian and due to the closeness of Hungary, their emigration 

and job seeking abroad exceeds that of Romanians from Romania. The county data from 

the preliminary census data also render this verisimilar. Accordingly, the proportion of 

Hungarians has decreased in almost every county. Supposedly already in 1992 many of 

them (several thousand Hungarians) had not been living in Romania for more thann a 

year at the date of the census, yet they were included into the permanent population. 

Thus, the actual „true” decrease among Hungarians is significantly smaller than 190 000 

as compared to 1992. This means that if we employ the 2002 calculation method, we do 

not have 1624 thousand in 1992 either, but less than 1 600 thousand, while if we employ 

the 1992 method to calculate the number of Hungarians from Transylvania, we should 

arrive to almost 1 500 thousand. 

 



The quality of ethnic data on fertility after the 1990 period 

 

Since 1990, demographic data have been collected in Romania, including those 

related to ethnic belonging and vital statistics. In these conditions, we have two main 

sources for researching ethnic demography:  

1. the census publications and  

2. the annual demographic or statistical yearbooks based on vital statistics. 

While census data were published by ethnic and regional distribution, vital 

statistics from Romanian annual publications do not contain such a distribution, although, 

as we could see, these demographic events were registered according to ethnicity as well. 

This procedure used by the Romanian National Statistical Institute (INS) could be 

criticised. However, there is no ethnic distribution of demographic events in demographic 

yearbooks from almost any European country. This procedure could be disadvantageous 

for researchers, but for the population it represents some kind of protection of their 

privacy and from possible ethnic discrimination. 

In our research, we analyzed the problem of the quality of vital statistics data by 

ethnicity. In order to cross-control data, we analyzed the age composition of the number 

of ethnic Hungarians – registered during the 1992 and 2002 censuses – according to age, 

using a cohort-component method.  

The fertility rate calculated from the ethnic data of vital statistics is incredibly high in the 

two regions of historical Transylvania, within the areas where the ethnic Hungarians are 

living under 10 percent and in areas where the ethnic Hungarians living in a block, given 

that the approx. 0,6 value of the average number of children per fertile women is less than 

one third of the approx. 2,15 value which is necessary for simple reproduction. In a 

European context, there is only one country where the fertility rate is below 1. This very 

small value may not be explained by aging either, given that this indicator might only be 

distorted by age structure among fertile women, but this may not have an important role. 

One of our main research tasks was to answer this problem. Our research had started 

from the following hypotheses:  



• Birthrate according to nationality is below the 10% rate in diaspora and among 

Hungarians who represent less than 50% of the population; it is distorted regarding 

the whole Roma population, it undercounts minority births. 

• Incomplete or arbitrary registration of Roma newborns in this region (Central 

Transylvania) only increases the number of Romanians, in the other two regions it is 

equally divided between Romanians and Hungarians.  

• Emigration has affected Hungarians from this region more, especially the 20-35 age 

groups that undertake a main role in childbirth.  

• More Hungarians from Central Transylvania live in towns and there generally fertility 

is lower. 

• Generally, the fertility of Hungarians from this region is lower than in other regions.  

• More children from mixed marriages are registered as Romanians both in birth 

registers and during censuses, thus assimilation losses are more significant. 

• In my opinion, the hypothesis formulated by Richtarikova, which asserts that the 

social costs of the regime change are the most important cause of decreased fertility 

in Central and Eastern Europe, is less important in explaining the fertility of 

Hungarians from Central Transylvania and decreased fertility is mostly due to 

ideational changes  (Van de Kaa).  

 

In order to answer these hypotheses, we have compared – on a yearly basis, between 

1992 and 2002, the data according to age of the 2002 census related to Hungarians from 

Transylvania by counties and regions with the data according to ethnicity regarding live 

births among Hungarians from Romania published by the National Statistical Institute. 

Although the correspondence is not perfect because the starting date of census data was 

not January 1st, this difference of a few months does not cause great evaluation problems 

because the inclination to have children does not change within a few months. In the 

following, we will also present the fertility data according to a territorial classification, 

based on both data sources. 



a. The characteristics of the fertility of Hungarians from Romania based on birth 

registry  data  

 

According to the birth registry, the vital statistics centralized by the Romanian Statistical 

Institute, Hungarian live births decreased from 14.837 to approx. 9000 between 1992 and 

2002 and this process contributed to the ageing process of the population. 

According to the last two censuses the number and proportion of ethnic Hungarians in 

Transylvania is the following: 

 

Table 1. The number and proportion of Hungarians in Transylvanian 
counties 

 
County 

Total 
population, 

1992 

The number 
of ethnic 

Hungarians, 
1992 

The proportion 
of ethnic 

Hungarians, 
1992  

The number 
of ethnic 

Hungarians, 
2002 

The 
proportion of 

ethnic 
Hungarians, 

2002 

Difference 
in percents 

’92-‘02 

Alba 413919 24765 6 20682 5,4 -16,49 
Arad  487617 61011 12,5 49000 10 -19,69 
Bihor  638863 181703 28,4 155554 25,9 -14,39 
Bistriţa-Năsăud 326820 21098 6,5 18394 5,9 -12,82 
Braşov 643261 63558 9,9 51470 8,7 -19,02 
Caraş-Severin 376347 7876 2,1 5859 1,8 -25,61 
Cluj 736301 146186 19,9 122131 17,3 -16,46 
Covasna 233256 175502 75,2 164055 73,8 -6,52 
Harghita 348335 295104 84,7 275841 84,6 -6,53 
Hunedoara  547950 33849 6,2 25321 5,2 -25,19 
Maramureş  540099 54902 10,2 46250 9,1 -15,76 
Mureş 610053 252651 41,4 227673 39,3 -9,89 
Satu-Mare  400789 140392 35,0 129998 35,2 -7,40 
Sălaj 266797 63151 23,7 57312 23,1 -9,25 
Sibiu 452873 19309 4,3 15478 3,7 -19,84 
Timiş 700033 62866 9 51421 7,6 -18,21 
Total 
Transilvania 

7723313 1603923 20,8 1416439 18,3 -11,69 

 

Between 1992-2002, the General Fertility Rates of ethnic Hungarians were lower 

than the values for ethnic Romanians. 

Table 2. General Fertility Rates (Romania and Transilvanian Hungarians), 1992 – 
2002 

Year Live births for 1000 women between 
15-49 years age (GFR) 

 Tr. Hungarians Romania 
1992 38,0 46,6 



…   
1996 34,0 39,9 
1997 34,3 40,6 
1998 34,9 40,6 
1999 33,4 40,2 
2000 33,7 40,3 
2001 32,4 37,8 
2002 30,8 37,9 

 

Due to the fact that problems related to registration of the number of children occur on a 

regional level, on the other hand the small number of Hungarians in some counties would 

contribute only to a very small extent to the fertility of Hungarians, in the following we 

will analyse the proportion of live births according to nationality based on the number of 

the Hungarian minority. The following table shows the gross live birth rate for 

Transylvanian regions calculated according to the ethnic classification of vital statistics, 

based on the proportion of Hungarians: Szeklerland, here it is above 70%, Partium 

between 20-70%, Northern Transylvania below 20% and Southern Transylvania and 

Banat below 10%, as diasporas. This regional classification reflects the characteristics of 

the demographic behaviour of Hungarians the best. 

 

Table 3. Gross live births by major ethnic groups in Transilvanian regions from 

Romania, 1992, 2002 (vital statistics by ethnicity) 

Region Gross live births 1992 Gross live births 2002 

 Total Romanian Hungarianr Total  Hungarian 

Northern Transylvania 12,2 13,2 6,9 9,4  4,3 

Southern Transylvania and 

Banat 

10,5 11,4 5,9 9,0  4,2 

Eastern Trans. (Secklerland) 11,6 12,6 10,1 10,7  9,2 

Western Transylvania 

(Partium) 

12,2 13,1 10,9 10,4  8,1 

 

 

The above figure shows that according to birth register data the gross live birth rates in 

Szeklerland and Partium are slightly – by 2 thousandths – behind that of Romanians in 

1992. The gross live birth rate of Hungarians in the two diaspora regions, and even in 



Northern Transylvania which includes Cluj county, is only 6,9 thousandths, only slightly 

more than half as compared to Romanians who live there. However, as we could see, a 

significant part of „Romanian” live births cover Roma children, therefore the real number 

of live births of Romanian women is smaller. Since it is well-known that the Hungarian 

population is older than the Romanian population, we calculated the fertility of 

Hungarians for 1000 women aged 15-49 by means of general fertility rates and we 

calculated the total fertility rates from this. Total fertility rates were calculated as follows: 

TFR=35*GFR/1000 (see Rotariu, 2003). The results also show that the fertility of 

Hungarian women living in diaspora regions (17-18 thousandths) is only slightly more 

than that of women from Partium and it does not reach even half of the Szeklerland 

value. On the other hand, the fertility of Hungarian women from Szeklerland is close to 

the national average, which means that if the tendency persists, the proportion of 

Hungarians living in Szeklerland within the population of the country does not decrease 

significantly due to natural causes. This indicator should be also refined because the 

women population aged 15-49 from the diaspora is relatively older than that from regions 

with a Hungarian majority population. However, we know that generally 80% of the total 

live births are related to women aged 15-29, but yet we are not able to calculate age 

characteristic fertility rates according to nationality. 

 

Table 4. General and Total Fertility Rates of ethnic Hungarians by regions, vital 
statistics  2002  

Region GFR TFR 

Northern Transylvania 17,9 0,63 

Soutern Transylvania and 

Banat 

18,2 0,64 

 

Eastern Trans. (Secklerland) 37,3 1,31 

Western Transylvania 

(Partium) 

32,8 1,15 

Total Hungarians  30,8 1,08 

Romania 37,9 1,33 

 



The total fertility rate calculated by means of the above method is unbelievably low in the 

two historical regions of Transylvania, among Hungarians living in diaspora and in a 

block, as the approx. 0,6 value of the average number of children per fertile age woman is 

less than one third of the approx. 2,15 value necessary for simple reproduction. In a 

European context, there is no country with a fertility rate below the value 1. Not even 

ageing can explain this low value any more, since this indicator might only be distorted 

by the age shift within the fertile woman population, which however does not play an 

important role.  

 

B. Fertility rates based on the Cohort data’s of the 2002 Census. 

 

For the Hungarian Diaspora region’s in Romania (like Banat, South and North 

Transylvania) unusually small fertility rate we have calculated the regional and county 

specific born a live and total fertility rates, according to 2002 Year Census  yearling data 

using “cohort component data”: The data’s according to ethnic belonging and age have 

been projected onto that specific year’s born alive rates. This gave a good result on the 0-

4 year Cohorts, with the five year old sample being already affected by mortality rates, 

but the number thus found still being higher then those collected in the population 

evidence records. Based on the 2002 Census yearling numbers we have come to the 

numbers of born alive children in 1997 and 2002, finally calculating from them a general 

fertility rate (GFR), and then the total fertility rate (TFR). 

The data on yearlings in the Census which we have still raises the problem of the data on 

the born a lives which lacks further data on infant mortality, meaning here the infants 

who died in their 0 year. The size of them may go up to two percent (In 1997 infant 

mortality in Romania was 22 to thousand which is not much more than 1 percent in most 

Transylvanian counties). But since the TFR being drawn from the GFR alters data adding 

a further ten percent to it, it didn’t seem appropriate to make corrections, because the 

correction of an average of 15 to a thousand infant mortality rate would just about 

amount to 1, 24 TFR in 2002, the two altering factors would neutralize one another, with 

the total fertility rate averaging scheme being relatively punctual form then on. 



The differences between each county’s fertility TFR have decreased in 2002 compared to 

1992 and 1997, the values of higher fertility regions decreasing, the low fertility regions 

witnessing generally a minor increase. Though there are differences in fertility among 

regions within the whole of the population, as we will see these are much smaller. 

Besides the fact that child acceptance attitudes change from one factor to another the 

main reason for the Hungarian minority’s low child acceptance custom is due to differing 

settlement structures from those of Romanian ethnics. One can observe that apart from 

the smallest Hungarian Diaspora community in most counties the general fertility rate of 

rural-women exceeds those of urban-women by 10-20 to thousand. Compared to 

Romanians a lower segment of Hungarian ethnics live in the rural area, mainly in those 

counties where the percentage of Hungarians are below 30, this way the Hungarian and 

Romanian fertility rates adding up separately the rural and the urban areas would show 

different results on the level of county average.  

The value of total fertility rate TFR (that is not any more influenced by the content of age 

structure) in the case of Hungarians compared to the whole of the Transylvanian 

population gives only a 0, 05 points lower amount (1,21), adding to this the higher 

fertility of Roma ethnics, that appears also in Romanian population statistics, then we 

may say, that the fertility rates of Hungarians and Romanians in Transylvania match each 

other, but that there is a significant distance between county rates, in an overview they 

are left far behind the 2,15 – 2,2 simple reproductive rate, needed for the normal 

replenishment of  the population. One can see that whereas in Covasna, Harghita, and 

Mures counties, where the majority of the population is Hungarian, their fertility rate is 

also above 1, 4 TFR so relatively the highest, being only exceeded by two low-populated 

mostly Romanian counties, Bistrita Nasaud and Salaj with a value of around 1, 5, in the 

other counties their TFR ranges between 1, 1 and 1,3.  

 

Table 5. TFR of the Hungarians and the total population by Transylvanian 

counties, vital statistics, 2002* 
        County Hungarians Total  

ALBA/FEHÉR 1,08 1,23 

ARAD 0,91 1,24 



BIHOR/ BIHAR 1,16 1,38 

BISTRITA NASAUD 1,11 1,48 

BRASOV/ BRASSÓ 0,92 1,13 

CARAS SEVERIN 1,03 1,13 

CLUJ/ KOLOZS 0,89 1,06 

COVASNA/KOVÁSZNA 1,42 1,46 

HARGITA 1,43 1,43 

HUNEDOARA/HUNYAD 0,71 1,13 

MARAMURES 0,94 1,39 

MURES/MAROS 1,28 1,46 

SATU M./SZATMÁR 1,26 1,35 

SALAJ/ SZILÁGY 1,26 1,56 

SIBIU/ SZEBEN 0,82 1,31 

TIMIS/ TEMES 0,79 1,12 

TOTAL 1,21   1,27 

    

*A TFR values were calculated by GFR*35/1000 formula. 

 

      On ethnic scales one could notice the high TFR of Hungarian majority from Eastern 

Transilvania ahead, with a lower than population average TFR of Hungarians in other 

regions, the latter being behind Romanian fertility rates too. The discrepancy almost 

everywhere is situated around 0, 2 so relatively on high, excepting Satu Mare and 

Cluj/Kolozs counties, the latter having a 1, 06 rate, with the 0, 89 TFR of Hungarians 

being also one of the lowest throughout Transylvania.  In most diaspora counties like 

Brasov, Hunedoara, Mures, Sibiu, Timis and Arad the TFR does not even reach 1, which 

means, that in these counties less then 1 child is being given birth by an average 15-49 

year old Hungarian woman.  

    Since the total Transylvanian population fertility rates are provided by majority 

Romanians and the minority Roma next to the Hungarians, and according to both 1992 

and 2002 census’s we know that the fertility rate of the persons identifying themselves as 

Roma (gipsy) is double as high than that of Romanians, it’s highly probable for us that 

where the total populations child number per woman (TFR) does not exceed that of the 

Hungarian’s with not more than 0, 1, there the Romanian ethnic populations fertility 

would roughly match the Hungarian fertility. We have no possibility to run the same kind 



of calculus on the exact fertility rate of the Roma population, because the number of 

births and the registration of the female population show a great discrepancy, 

consequently affecting the index of the Romanian population, which is why we 

eventually chose the method of comparing Hungarian indexes with that of the whole 

population. 

In 2002 the total fertility rate, just as in 1997, was under 1 in western and southern 

Transylvanian counties, moreover, compared to the 1997 data, from then, it hasn’t 

changed significantly. In Transylvania the fertility rate of Hungarians had a minor 

decrease of 0, 03, and this most too. Within the Hungarian speaking “Csango” population 

in Bacau county, the fertility of that mainly rural population reaches 2, 1 replenishment 

rate. 
 

Table 6 GFR of Ethnic Hungarians by regions and residence type, 2002 census 
cohort data 

  1997   2002  
Region Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural 
Southern Transylvania 

and Banat  

24,65 20,69 34,73 25,33 21,16 36,42 

Northern Transylvania 28,47 23,79 39,65 26,32 21,10 39,20 

Eastern Transylvania 

(Secklerland) 

40,57 30,14 51,48 39,37 30,39 48,71 

Western Transylvania 

(Partium) 

36,17 26,44 47,75 34,62 27,28 43,29 

Transylvania Total 35,45 26,45 47,69 34,19 26,28 45,10 
 
The Total Fertility Rate per 1 fertile aged (15-49) woman in Transylvania has fallen from 

the 1997’s 1, 24 to the 2002’s 1, 2 average. But these indexes that were presented in the 

above subchapter’s population registry, have been lower, here we calculated an average 

of 1, 08 based on the ethnic birth numbers from this very registry. This proved our 

hypothesis that the fertility of Hungarian women in Romania is in fact higher, than the 

ethnic-specific registry of newly born shows us, being closer to the national average.   

 



Figure 2  Total Fertility Rates (using the 2002 census cohort data) of Hungarians 

from Transylvania, 1997,2002 
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The total fertility rate (TFR) figures on regions as follows, Eastern Transilvania approx. 

1, 4, the Partium with a decrease from 1, 27 to 1, 21, Northern Transylvania from 1 to 0, 

92 and in Southern Transylvania an insignificant growth has been produced from 0, 86 to 

0, 89.  

Figure 3. Total Fertility Rates (using the 2002 census cohort data) of Hungarians 

from Transylvania by settlement type and geographical region 2002 
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Table 7. General Fertility Rates (values corrected with 2002 census data) of 

Hungarians from Transylvania by settlement type and geographical region 
Region  1997   2002  



 Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural 

Southern Transylvania 24,65 20,69 34,73 25,33 21,16 36,42 

Northern Transylvania 28,47 23,79 39,65 26,32 21,10 39,20 

Eastern Trans. 

(Secklerland) 

40,57 30,14 51,48 39,37 30,39 48,71 

Western Transylvania 

(Partium) 

36,17 26,44 47,75 34,62 27,28 43,29 

Total Hungarians from 

Trans. 

35,45 26,45 47,69 34,19 26,28 45,10 

 

In 2002, the Total Fertility Rate in Romania was 1,33 per 1 woman, while among ethnic 

Hungarians from Transylvania it was 1,21. However, there are major differences 

according to settlement type: in rural areas the TFR is 1,58, while in urban areas only 

0,92. These major differences may be observed in all regions. While on the national level 

the urban population represents about 53 percent, in Southern Transylvania almost 70 

percent of Hungarians live in urban areas, while in Eastern Transylvania (Secklerland) 

only 40 percent live in towns. 

The fertility rates based on the census data shows a higher fertility in all Hungarian 

inhabited regions, as the registries with ethnic specification do. The TFR figures for the 

over 70% Hungarian inhabited Szeklerland are almost a tenth, the 20-69% Partium 0,05, 

in the less than 20% Northern Transylvania three tenth, whereas in the lower than 10% 

percent Southern Transylvania with 0,25 higher. 

 

Figure 4. Differences between ethnic Hungarian TFR fertility according to vital 

statistics and 2002 census cohort data, 2002 
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Because the 1997 figures give roughly the same results, it is not highly possible that some 

sort of calculus failure occurred. It is clear that in the Diaspora counties the ethnic data 

registry on the born a lives are not to be trusted, since in Northern Transylvania almost 

every third newborn Hungarian and in Southern Transylvania every fourth has been 

omitted from the statistics. But one should add, that as a consequence of mixed 

marriages, within this two Diaspora regions 15 to 20 percent of Hungarian ethnic women 

accept a child with a Romanian husband, resulting in the high possibility of the child’s 

automatic registration on Romanian names without any questions being asked by the 

registration officer, since the mother name is Romanian.   

The question is, do the majority of Hungarian husbands who have a child with a 

Romanian woman get their new borns passed as Hungarians in the birth evidence?  

The census data shows too, that the child is being taken in as Romanian either of the 

parents happens to be Romanian. This is a fact all around the country, but especially in 

Diaspora.  

Let us not lose sight of the fact too, that according to the 1997 census, the data on those 

entering there fifth year in 2002, omits those born a lives that don’t appear on the 2002 

census either because of infant mortality or because of (lower scale) death during 1-4 

years of childhood. Whereas even minimally 1-2 percent of the newborn die before they 



reach their first year. If these cases would appear on the total fertility rates the figures 

would be higher with less than a tenth.   
 

Difficulties in measuring the fertility of Roma women as compared to other 

ethnic groups 

 

 With respect to the fertility of the Roma population, vital statistics are not relevant 

because they may not be correlated with the fertile (15-49) Roma women population, 

since the Roma ethnic identity self declaration is too situational, much more than in the 

case of ethnic Hungarians. 

We can only measure the number of live births per thousand women (children ever born), 

by age groups and ethnicity, according to the 1992 and 2002 census data (table 6).  
 
  Table 8. Children ever born in Romania in ethnic distribution by age groups, 1992 

Mother’s age Live births per 1000 women in 1992 
 Romanians Hungarians Roma 

(Gipsy) 
Total  

a b c d e  
15-19 59 56 361 67  
20-24 631 582 1607 646  
25-29 1488 1428 3001 1513  
30-34 1941 1883 3743 1967  
35-39 2119 2051 4002 2140  
40-44 2274 2172 4034 2286  
45-49 2348 2136 3873 2343  
50-54 2288 2060 3742 2281  
55-59 2203 1987 3648 2197  

Average values 1798 1708 2700 1802  
 Live births per 1000 women in 2002 

      
15-19 44,4 42,6 293,7 53,4  
20-24 373,9 342,4 1200,4 398,6  
25-29 937,0 909,5 2035,7 967,2  
30-34 1397,4 1421,3 2817,6 1430,7  
35-39 1837,2 1823,5 3707,7 1878,8  
40-44 2070,4 2026,0 4034,8 2105,0  
45-49 2149,8 2088,8 4091,7 2175,7  
50-54 2264,3 2170,4 3979,2 2278,7  
55-59 2323,4 2124,9 3873,8 2320,4  

Average values 1633,8 1610,0 2454,0 1647,0  
      

 

 



Although the fertility of Romanians is higher than that of Hungarians in all age groups, 

the difference between them is relatively constant, between four and eight percent. 

However, for women aged 35-39 and older, the fertility of Gypsy women is 3707 births/ 

1000 women, while for Romanians and Hungarians the number of children ever born is 

approx. 1800 births/ 1000 women, resulting in a difference of more than 100 %.\ 

 

Fig. 5 Differences in final fertility by the age group of women, in ethnic perspective, 

2002 Census 
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The fertility of the Roma population does not follow closely national patterns, yet a 

decline in fertility may be noticed during the last 10 years. In the Western counties of 

Romania this decline is also due to cultural factors, because in 1990 the regime change 

did not have such spectacular negative effects, although fertility rates declined the most 

during the entire period.  

Ethnically mixed marriages as a point for evaluating ethnic assimilation  
 

In 1992, there were 407509 families in Romania in which the head of the 

household was ethnic Hungarian. 11 percent of these families are ethnically mixed. 

According to this value, 45 444 ethnic Hungarian men are married to ethnic Romanian 

women, and 48969 Hungarian women are married to ethnic Romanian men. The 1992 



census questionnaire contained a question about the declared ethnicity of children. The 

proportion of children declared as ethnic Hungarian is shown in Table 8. 

All together, the proportion of children from families where the father is 

Hungarian whose declared ethnicity is Hungarian is 35%, but for Hungarian mothers this 

in only 17 percent. This represents 94413 families of partial Hungarian origin. The total 

fertility rate of Hungarian women was 1708 in 1992, the fertility of Romanian women 

from Transylvania living in mixed marriages with Hungarian men could be same, 

therefore we could associate a total number of 161 257 children with these families, of 

which , in average, only 26% declared themselves as Hungarians, which represents 41926 

persons. If 50% of these children declared themselves Hungarians, the value could be 

80628. The theoretical loss is 38 702 persons. This represent an average loss for 30 years 

until 1992. The tendency is also valid for the 2002 census data. 

 

Conclusions 

A problem may be noticed with respect to the quality of ethnic minority 

demographic data in Romania, namely the vital statistics data by ethnicity. We found that 

in counties where ethnic Hungarians did not represent more than 20 percent of the 

population, the number of registered live births of Hungarian women was significantly 

lower, in average with 30 percent, than the number of the corresponding Hungarian 

population born that year, according to the 2002 Census. In these counties we corrected 

the number of Hungarian mothers’ births. Other researchers (Ghetau, 2004iii) also 

mention that vital statistics under-registered ethnic Hungarian live births between 1992 – 

2002.  

 Collecting data concerning the Roma population is even more difficult. There is 

no coherence between census data and vital statistics, that is why it is very difficult to 

calculate relevant demographic indicators. 

In ethnically mixed families there is a tendency to declare the children as 

belonging to the major ethnic group, i.e. Romanian. 
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Appendix 

 

1. The evolution of he proportion of ethnic Hungarians from Romania 

 
Ethnicity Mother tongue Year 

Number Percent Number Percent 

1910 * * 1 653 943[1] * 

1930 1 425 507 10 1 554 525 10,8 

1956 1 587 675 9 1 653 700 9,5 

1966 1 619 592 8,5 1 651 873 8,6 

1977 1 713 900[2] 7,9 1 720 630 8 

1992 1 624 959 7,1 1 639 135 7,2 

2002 1 434 377 6,6 1 447 000 6,7 

 
                                                           

i Veres Valér: The causes of the decrease of the Hungarian population from 
Romania in the last part of the 20th century. Korunk, 2/2002. 

ii Main indicators by counties and categories of localities. Preliminary results. 

INS, Bukarest, 2002. 
iii Ghetau, V. (2004): Comparison of the demographic situation of Romanians, ethnic Hungarians 

in Romania and Hungary (1992 – 2002). Demográfia (Budapest), no. 3-4, vol 47. p. 209-230. 
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