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municipal-level data used for our analyses. We then present the empirical results
in section ïve. We conclude by discussing the theoretical contributions and policy
implications of these ïndings.

2. The territoriality principle and minority language recognition

The territoriality principle states that when a linguistic minority is suìciently
large in an area, the linguistic-territorial unit should have the right to self-
governance over matters of linguistic issues (De Schutter, 2008, p. 107). This
accommodation has implications for economic development. On the one hand,
recognition of multiple languages is costly. Translating paperwork and interpret-
ing government communications require money and time – and even then, mis-
takes still happen. The implications of these mistakes are not always trivial (see
Liu, 2015). Moreover, adopting and implementing minority language rights are
important symbolic elements for strengthening ethnic boundaries (Toró, 2020,
p. 6). This may lead to a decrease in interethnic contact, and minority groups
might end up operating in parallel track without engaging those in the majority
(Csata, 2018). Less contact also means that generalized trust of the outgroup is less
likely to manifest itself. The absence of generalized trust limits economic trans-
actions (Knack and Keefer, 1997), and increases the transaction cost of cooper-
ation at the boundaries (den Butter and Mosch, 2003). Finally, if the resources
earmarked for accommodating the minority language are relatively limited – i.e.,
there are few minority language speakers in municipal government oìces – this
can result in minority dissatisfaction and limited interaction with the state. All of
this – i.e., ineìciency, lack of generalized trust, and dissatisfaction with the state –
hampers economic cooperation and income accrual.

On the other hand, when governments recognize second languages in a sub-
national unit, the nature of engagement shiís between the linguistic minority
and the state. Minorities can communicate with government employees and com-
plete all paperwork in their mother tongue. This engagement is necessary for
socioeconomic enfranchisement (Ginsburgh and Weber, 2011). Symbolic recogni-
tion is also at play. When governments recognize a minority language, this sug-
gests its speakers are of worth – thereby signaling ‘parity of esteem’ (Van Parijs,
2011). This signaling is important: such recognition can translate into govern-
ment legitimacy from the minority group perspective (see Liu and Baird, 2012;
Liu, 2015; Marquardt, 2018; Ricks, 2020). Finally, minority language recognition
can encourage speakers of each language to learn the other language – thereby
facilitating cultural understanding even if proïciency is far from perfect (Liu,
Brown, and Dunn, 2015). All of this – conïdence in political institutions, height-
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understanding, and communication of similar preferences. Moreover, switching
between languages to communicate – regardless of îuency in the learned lan-
guage – can facilitate eìciency. People understand the implied unit of transac-
tion; people are comfortable correcting misunderstandings; and people trust that
they can interact with each other in the future. Eìcient and eðective communi-
cation is important for economic exchanges.

There is, however, a limit to how much recognition can encourage intergroup
engagement. When the minority constitute the overwhelming majority in an area,
it is both logistically practical and normatively right to allow for their language to
be used. Yet this comes with an economic risk. In these areas, the minority has
no incentive to not use their own native language in all public matters. The pref-
erence for using the minority language hampers proïciency in the national lan-
guage – thereby making the area functionally a linguistic enclave. The dominance
of the minority language can have implications for how the rest of the country
engages with the area. For example, there may be fewer resources for infrastruc-
ture development. The national government may be less inclined – whether con-
sciously or subconsciously – to allocate funds for building a highway. Private
investors – both from the rest of the country and abroad – are more likely to per-
ceive this linguistic barrier as a cost and are thus discouraged from investing (Kim
et al., 2015). Altogether, in areas where the minority are numerically dominant, we
see suppressed economic development. Given this discussion, we hypothesize the
following eðect:

Hypothesis: Minority language recognition has a positive eúect on economic well-
being in areas with diversity.

4. Research design

To test our argument, we focus on Transylvania, Romania (Transilvania in
Romanian; Erdély in Hungarian, Siebenbürgen in German). Transylvania oðers
several empirical advantages. The ïrst is the application of the territoriality prin-
ciple. According to the 2001 Law on Local Administration, a minority language is
considered a working language of the local administrative territory if the minority
constitutes more than 20% of the population in that unit (Horváth I., 2009; Salat
and Novák, 2015; Toró, 2020). Two comments merit discussion. First, relative to
other countries with a territoriality principle, a 20% threshold is high. In Finland,
for example, the threshold is 8%. Likewise, in the United States, minorities have
the legal right – under the 1965 Voting Rights Act – to have their language appear
on ballots when they constitute 5% of the voting district population and when the
group’s (English) illiteracy rate is higher than the national rate. Second, and more
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person speaks a diðerent language. As we see in Figure 1, linguistic fractionaliza-
tion in Transylvania ranges widely from 0 (135 municipalities) to a maximum of
0.64 (Ormenis in Brasov County) – with a mean of 0.15.

Figure 1. Linguistic fractionalization in Transylvania, Romania (Municipalities, 2011)

The correlation between linguistic fractionalization and whether there is
minority language recognition is 0.55. Here it is important to note that just
because an area is linguistically homogeneous does not mean the homogeneity is
in Romanian. In fact, if we look at the areas with linguistic fractionalization of
less than 0.10,6 83 of the municipalities (14.2%) are Hungarian – yet both Roman-
ian and Hungarian are languages of public administration. Table 2 shows the
variation in linguistic fractionalization between areas that recognize minority lan-
guages and those that do not.

6. As examples globally, Saudi Arabia is a 0.094 and Denmark is a 0.105.
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discussion is important here since the eðects that we ïnd are possibly driven by
the Roma population and not the territoriality principle.

To address this, we rerun the interactive model with a control for the number
of Romani speakers in each municipality. The number of Romani speakers ranges
from 0 (in 445 municipalities) to 1335 (Petelea in Mureș County). Note that this
number is substantially smaller than the number of people identifying as Roma
(about a one-third diðerential). We expect the eðect of the number of Romani
speakers to be signiïcant and negative. We also expect our interaction term’s coef-
ïcient to be attenuated somewhat – but it should still be signiïcant. The results
conïrm this: The coeìcient for the Romani-speaking population is negative and
signiïcant at the p <0.05 level (β= −0.25; SE= 0.06). Additionally, the coeìcient
for the interaction term is still positive and signiïcant. The magnitude, however,
is only 84% of what it was in our original model (β =310.22 versus β= 378.82) –
although the diðerence between the two coeìcients is also not statistically signif-
icant. What this suggests is that while the Roma population does aðect income
levels, it is far from the only factor driving wealth accumulation.

6. Conclusion

In this paper we examined the eðects of the territoriality principle in Transylva-
nia. Speciïcally, we examined whether recognizing a minority language as a work-
ing language in an administrative unit can spur economic well-being. We ïnd that
recognition has a positive eðect. Accommodation can facilitate intergroup trust,
political conïdence, and group worth – thereby parlaying into wealth accumula-
tion. There is, however, a caveat. In areas with more homogeneity – speciïcally
in areas where the minority are the numerical majority – recognition can further
render the area a linguistic enclave. This can dissuade infrastructure development
and investment interests.

This paper speaks to the extant scholarship on minority politics in Transyl-
vania. Most of the attention has been on ethnic hierarchies from a socioeconomic
perspective – namely, the status of the Hungarians relative to Romanians (Csata,
2017; Kiss, 2010, 2018). Absent is the explicit focus on the socioeconomic eðects of
the territoriality principle. This paper ïlls this critical gap.

These results suggest that while linguistic minorities may value being able to
use their language in public administrative matters, there is a warning. The eðects
of accommodation are contingent on linguistic diversity. When municipalities are
diverse, recognition of a second language facilitates interaction, communication,
and understanding. In these cases, the distribution of diversity necessitates that
individuals from diðerent groups interact with one another. Not only does the ter-
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ritoriality principle foster these interactions, but it also facilitates communication
between the minority group and the state. Moreover, it connotes a symbolic value
and worth on the minority group. For these reasons, minority language recogni-
tion can bolster economic development.

Thus, for policymakers, we suggest a caution. Recognition needs to be more
than just the law. Even in diverse areas, it cannot be mere window-dressing; it
needs to be implemented appropriately. There is always a risk that in areas where
the Hungarians are sizable but not a majority – e.g., between 20 and 50% – Hun-
garian is not used adequately (Horváth, 2009; Horváth, Csata, and Székely, 2021;
Toró, 2020). When this happens, there is a risk of escalating tensions and growing
distrust – thereby undermining the very beneïts of the territoriality principle.

If the territoriality principle is taken seriously, in places where the Hungari-
ans and Romanians are 50–50, this could prove both empowering for the Hun-
garians without being detrimental for Romanians. This is more than symbolic.
It is also important to remember that in most of the 20th century, the Hungar-
ian language had no oìcial status. Yet, there was still de facto bilingualism – as
evident in the collective memory among the elderly. Thus, linguistic ideologies
among everyday Romanian people in regions with bilingual heritage might be
more permissive towards bilingualism than what the nationalistic political dis-
courses might suggest.
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