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Forced resettlements of residents and population exchanges in 
Baranya County, Hungary, after WWII 

 
― Based on Interview surveys in F and V ― 

 
 Yamamoto Akiyo1  

 
 
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.2 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.3 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.4 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 Svábok, 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  
                                                 
1 PhD, Professor, Nagoya City University. A Japán-Magyar Balkán Kutatócsoport japán oldali vezetője. 
2 A leading researches is as follows. Tóth Ágnes: Hazatértek. A németországi kitelepítésből visszatért magyarországi németek 
megpróbáltatásainak emlékezete. Gondolat, Budapest, 2008.; Kugler József: Lakosságcsere a Délkelet-Alföldön. Osiris-MTA 
Kisebbségkutató Műhely, Budapest, 2000.; Vadkerty Katalin: A Kitelepítéstől a Reszlovakizációig: trilógia a csehszlovákiai 
magyarság 1945-1948 közötti történetéről. Kalligram, Pozsony, 2001. 
3 One of these example is as follows. Simonné Rummel Erzsébet (szerk.): Isten veled szülőföldem. Emlékfüzet: 
készült a bakonynánai németek elűzetésének és a szlovákiai magyarok betelepítésének 60. évfordulója tiszteletére. 
Bakonynána Német Nemzetiségi Önkormányzata, Bakonynána, 2008. 
4 There are a small number of research about the connection among forced migrations in Hungary after WWII. A 
leading research is as follows. Tóth Ágnes: Telepítések Magyarországon 1945-1948 között: a németek kitelepítése, a belső 
népmozgások és a szlovák-magyar lakosságcsere összefüggései. Bács-Kiskun Megyei Önkormányzat Levéltára, Kecskemét, 
1993.; Dövény Zoltán-Szalai Gábor: A második világháborút követő migrációk hatása a dél-dunántúli lokális 
közösségekre. In: Kupa László (szerk.): Görbe háttal: interetnikus konfliktusok Közép-Európában a múltban és jelenben. 
Virágmandula, 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 17th 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 Schwäbische Türkei 
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 Völgység District in Tolna County as well as 66% of Pécsvárad District 
and 64.9% of Villany District in Baranya County.5 Not only did many German residents live in 
the three counties but because Volksbund 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1: The number of the deported German minorities in transdanube prefecutures 
Source: Dövényi 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.6 In addition, in 
Baranya County, there were 105,556 German speaking residents (34.5% of the total population)  

                                                 
5 Az 1941. évi népszámlalás: demográfiai adatok községek szerint. Központi Statisztikai Hivatal, Budapest, 1947. p. 489, p. 
639. 
6 Ibid., p. 639. 

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 
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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.7 In addition, since a number of cities in Tolna County were looked upon as centers 
of Nazi German supporters, Volksbund and other residents with pro-German sentiments, more 
residents were subjected to forced resettlement.8 

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.9 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.10 

After the expulsion of German residents from the country for resettlement in Germany, 
6,209 and 7,181 residents of Hungarian descent from southern Slovakia resettled in Baranya 
County and Tolna County, respectively.11 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.12 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.13 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 Dövény Z. – Szalai G. 2011. p.116. 
8 Bank Barbara-Őze Sándor: A „német ügy” 1945-1953: a Volksbundtól Tiszalökig. Magyarországi Németek Országos 
Önkormányzata, Budapest, 2005. pp. 84-89. 
9 Ibid., p.124. 
10 Az 1941. évi népszámlalás, pp. 488-489.; Kugler József: A felvidéki magyarok magyarországi letelepítése. In: 
Molnár Imre-Szarka László (szerk.), Otthontalan emlékezet. Emlékkönyv a csehszlovák -magyar lakosságcsere 60. évfordulójára. 
MTA Kisebbségkutató Intézet-Kecskés László Társaság, Komárom, 2007. p. 124. 
11 László Péter: Fehérlaposok: Adalékok a magyar-csehszlovák lakosságcsere-egyezményhez. Völgységi Tájkutató Alapítvány. 
Szekszárd, 2005. p. 99. 
12 László Péter: Felvidéki magyarok a Dunántúlon. In: Molnár I.-Szarka L. (szerk.): Otthontalan emlékezet. 
Emlékkönyv a csehszlovák-magyar lakosságcsere 60. évfordulójára, MTA Kisebbségkutató Intézet-Kecskés László 
Társaság, Komárom, 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 10th to the 13th 
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 18th 
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 Bačka in the northern part of Serbia, which was 
ceded by Hungary. Other data indicates that there were 3,279 families and 14, 803 individuals.15 

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 Bačka, 
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.16 

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 csehszlovák-magyar lakosságcsere hivatalos szlovák értékelése. - Régió 4. évf. 3. sz. 1993. p. 
121. 
15 Dövény Z. – Szalai G. 2011. p. 111. 
16 Ther, Philipp-Siljak, Ana (eds.): Redrawing Nations: Ethnic Cleansing in East-Central Europe, 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 F 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. 
Ottó 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.17 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 early half of the 14th century. Like F, it was devastated in the war with the Ottoman 
army and, in about 1690 after their withdrawal, it was settled by Rác 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.18 

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.19 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.20 

 

                                                 
17 Kremer, Elizabeth: Feked: Das Dorf und seine Einwohner. Fekedi Német Önkormányzat, Feked, 2007. pp. 92-97. 
18 V. Official Web Site. 
19 Az 1941. évi népszámlalás, pp. 484-485. 
20 Czibulka Zoltán (szerk.), A magyarországi németek kitelepítése és az 1941. évi népszámlalás. Magyar Statisztikai Társaság 
Statisztikatörténeti Szakosztálya, Központi Statisztikai Hivatal Levéltára, Budapest, 2004. p. 310. 
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In the case of F, accompanied by the mayor, I interviewed four Svábok of German21 

descents who actually experienced forced resettlement and one Felvidéki resident22 resettling 
from Slovakia who experienced population exchange. In V, I interviewed two persons who 
experienced resettlement to Germany23, one who resettled through population exchange24 and 
one Székely refugee.25 I would like to express my appreciation once again to those recalled and 
spoke about their harsh experiences as well as the mayor of F 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 F 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). 
22 N. I. (B. Z.) (born in 1938). 
23 Z. F. (J. É.) (born in 1922), Z. J. (E. A.) (born in 1928). 
24 G. I.(born in 1930). 
25 E. I.(born in 1936). 
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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.26 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, 1947.27 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 Volksbund 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 “Volksbund member” (7).28 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 Volksbund members and 55 ethnic Germans 
who were also Volksbund 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 Volksbund or 
Schutzstaffel members, since residents of F 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 Tóth Á. 1993. p. 176; László P. 2005. p. 7. 
27 Tóth Á. 1993. pp. 176-177. 
28 Bagi Gáborné: Kitelepítés, lakosságcsere Barcson 1944-48 között. - Dráva menti füzetek. Dráva Múzeum, 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.29 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.30 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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facilities were limited and sanitation conditions were also terrible.31 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. I 
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.32 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, Alfred J. (ed.): Forced Migration in Central and Eastern Europe. 2007. pp.139-174. 
32 Fehér István: A magyarországi németek kitelepítése, 1945-1950. Akadémiai Kiadó, 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 Sváb. 

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.33 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 Újbars (Nový 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 23rd 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.I. possession.  
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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, 1946, and indicated that their rights would be protected 
by the Hungarian consul through a decision of the joint committee of both governments.34 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 Laszló Péter, the largest number of persons 
resettling from Újbars 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.35 The largest number 
from the same place of origin among the 42 persons resettling in F was 14 persons from Albár 
(Dolný Bar), followed by 6 from Hegyéte (Kútniky), 6 from Pzsonypüspöki (Podunajské 
Biskupice) and 5 from Alsószecse (Dolná Seč).  Among the 84 persons resettling in V were 17 
persons from Újbárs, 15 from Nagypeszek (Sikenica), 10 from Hontfüzesgyarmat (Hontianska) 
and 9 from Kamocsa (Komoča).36 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 F and V. The majority in F 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 Érsekújvár (Nové 
Zámky). According to a survey by Péter Laszló, 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 Újbárs in the area along the 
Garam (Hron) River, the highest number.37 

It was also known that Hungarian residents of Czechoslovakia were mobilized for forced 
labor and subjected to forced resettlement during the war. The Košice 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.38 It decided that anyone guilty of crimes against Czechoslovakia or other nations,  
 
                                                 
34 This “White Paper” is in G. I.’s possession. 
35 László P. 2005. p. 325. 
36 Ibid., pp.305-326. 
37 Ibid., pp.197, 299. 
38 Izsák Lajos: A felvidéki magyarság jogfosztása és kényszerkitelepítése. In: Molnár I.-Szarka L. (szerk.): 
Otthontalan emlékezet. Emlékkönyv a csehszlovák-magyar lakosságcsere 60. évfordulójára. MTA Kisebbségkutató 
Intézet-Kecskés László Társaság, Komárom, 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.39 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.40 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 
“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 Svábok due to the policies of the government. Therefore, those who 
were victims of forced resettlement though they themselves did not acquire the property of 
Svábok, they may at times have been looked upon with suspicion by Svábok. 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 Bačka 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 Bačka. We lived in 
the vicinity of Bajmok (Bajmok), Istensegíts (Lipar), Józseffalva (Obolocévo) and Budapuszta 
(Aleksa Šantić) 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, Svábok were being moved out and we lived there. There were also some 
who lived together with Svábok landlords for a short time. The Svábok 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 József: „A magyar-csehszlovák lakosságcsere - egy sajátos XX. századi közép-európai etnikai konfliktus. 
In: Kupa L. (szerk.) Görbe háttal: interetnikus konfliktusok Közép-Európában a múltban és jelenben, Virágmandula, 
Pécs, p 101. 
40 Vadkerty K. 1993. p. 126. 
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resettled from Romania to Bačka based on government policy, Székely were allowed to acquire 
land in Bačka under a program of the Horthy Administration of Hungary at the time, though no 
one obtained any. We lived in Bačka 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 Bačka, which was occupied by Hungary. Since Tito’s partisans 
attacked from the South in 1944, the Székely also escaped along with wealthy Svábok. 

The Székelyek were forced to resettle in Bačka, 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 Svábok houses and acquired homes and 
land from which Svábok 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 Párt 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.41 

 
 

8. Conclusion 
 
“Hitler wrote a book entitled Mein Kampf but I 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 F 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 Tóth Á. 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 első jugoszláv állam felbomlása,  
államszerkezeti és etnikai következmények 1941-1944 

 
Gulyás László1 

 
 
1. Bevezetés 
 
Az első jugoszláv állam 1941 áprilisában Németország és szövetségesei támadásának 
következtében két hét alatt összeomlott. Jelen tanulmány az összeomlás következményeit 
vizsgálja. Egyrészt bemutatjuk, hogy milyen államszerkezeti változások történtek a jugoszláv állam 
felbomlásával összefüggésben, mely nemzetek voltak ennek nyertesei, illetve vesztesei, másrészt 
felvázoljuk az államszerkezeti változások etnikai következményeit. 
 
 
2. A felbomlás közvetlen előzményei: A német-jugoszláv viszony jellemzői 1939-1941 
 

Az 1930-as évek közepétől kezdődően az ún. Südostraum (hitleri Németország ezt az 
elnevezést használta Délkelet-Európára – G.L.) megszervezése jegyében Németország arra 
törekedett, hogy a gazdasági – és egyre inkább politikai – szempontokból hozzáigazodó 
Magyarország és Bulgária után Romániát és Jugoszláviát is a maga oldalára vonja (ROMSICS I. 
1996). Jugoszlávia miniszterelnöke, Stojadinović – aki 1935 májusától 1939 februárjáig töltötte be 
ezt a pozíciót –, ehhez alkalmas partnernek bizonyult (LAMPE J. R. 1996). Ezzel szemben az 1939 
februárjában megalakult új jugoszláv kormány, a Cvetković-kormány, külpolitikájában nyugati, 
illetve szovjet orientációba kezdett. Ez azonban nem befolyásolta a német-jugoszláv gazdasági 
kapcsolatokat, ezért Németország továbbra is barátságos politikát folytatott Jugoszlávia irányába. 
Jól mutatja ezt, hogy Berlin nem támogatta, hanem kifejezetten elutasította a Jugoszlávia elleni 
magyar revíziós törekvéseket. Sőt, a német külpolitika magyar-jugoszláv megbékélést 
szorgalmazott a status quo alapján. A Teleki-kormány bár némileg más megfontolásból – 
elfogadta ezt a német irányvonalat, így Magyarország 1940. december 12-én “örökbarátsági 
szerződést” kötött Jugoszláviával (HERCZEGH G. 1999). A fentiek alapján egyetértünk Juhász 
Józseffel, aki szerint Jugoszlávia megtámadása 1941 tavaszán nem szerepelt Hitler tervei között 
(JUHÁSZ J. 1999). Úgy véljük Németország motívumai világosak voltak, nem akart káoszt a 
Balkánon, mert az megzavarta volna a német hadigazdaság számára fontos agrártermékek és 
nyersanyagok – gondoljunk a jugoszláv színesfémekre – importját. 

A történelem azonban más irányt vett. A kibontakozó olasz-görög háború (RÉTI B. 2006; 
SÁVOLY M. 1984) miatt – 1940. október 28-án az olasz hadsereg Albánián keresztül megtámadta 
Görögországot – azonban Hitlernek szüksége volt Jugoszlávia politikai támogatására is. Ezért 
felszólította Jugoszláviát a háromhatalmi egyezményhez történő csatlakozásra.  
                                                 
1 Habilitált egyetemi docens, SZTE; címzetes egyetemi tanár KE 


