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1. INTRODUCTION
The history and specific identity of Transylvanian Armenians often appear in Hungarian historiography. This attention is by no means  ensured when one considers how small the Transylvanian Armenian population was. Even after the 17th and 18th centuries’ immigration wave, we can only talk about a population of a couple thousand people.
 Other similarly small, migrant populations usually lost their identity after a few generations, and their memories have survived only as curiosities in local history or folklore.
 Hungarian history, on the other hand, clearly depicts the Armenian minority as merchants and town builders. Gherla is the most frequently cited example in connection with municipal construction. This ‘Armenian metropolis’ was built in the 18th century “on the site of a goose grazing field, based on engineering plans.”
 

This well-known Armenian image derives from the turn of the century, romantic, myth-creating historiography, which is full of fabrications, exaggerations, and farfetched statements. For a long time, modern historiography has uncritically accepted the narratives and data that Kristóf Szongott and his colleagues published about Gherla over a century ago
. These narratives, including the legend of the “3,000 Armenian families” and the idea that Gherla was a town with walls, were accepted as fact until recently.
  Re-evaluating the history of the Transylvanian Armenians and refuting the origin myths has only started in the past few decades. This book attempts open a new avenue of inquiry in this re-evaluation process. It is the first to compare the urban development of four Armenian colonies, Gherla, Dumbrăveni, Gheorgheni and Frumoasa starting in the 18th century
.  
Such comparative work is not possible without  prior scholarship. Above all, Gherla and Gherla’s Baroque style are remarkably well researched. A range of publications have addressed this issue since the 1980s (See Chapter 2). Most authors agree that the Gherla Baroque had connections with the western provinces of the Habsburg Empire. The direct adoption of forms has resulted in a unique townscape in Transylvania
. fewer researchers, on the other hand, have focused on local determinism, the influence of local folk architecture, or the role of Transylvania’s late Gothic and Renaissance traditions.
 These publications only rarely mention that Gherla’s Baroque features could have influenced the architecture of the other three colonies. Only a few local histories are available on Gherla’s 19th and 20th-century urban development. Yet, this era is as much a part of the town's Armenian architecture as its Golden Age in the 18th century. Thus, earlierscholarship has been limited by previously available data, both in terms of geographical area (examining all four colonies at the same time) and in periodization (examining more than two hundred years of development). 
With regards to Armenian urban architecture in these four colonies, it has regional aspects based on particular Transylvanian influences, and others, found in the architectural designs of Armenians. The latter approach, however, would not bring much result.
 The reason for this is that Transylvanian Armenians had entered into a union with the Roman Catholic Church
, and by the beginning of the 19th century, they had given up the Armenian language and become entirely assimilated into the Roman Catholic cultural sphere of Central Europe, thus almost completely losing their cultural relations with their homeland.
 On the surface, it does not require any particular architectural background to determine that 18th and 19th-century Transylvanian Armenian architecture is not related to traditions in the Armenians’ homeland
.
 Oriental patterns developed from 
the Byzantine architecture, which accompanied even Armenians to the neighboring Moldavia before vanishing abruptly across the Carpathians.
 Despite a lack of information, we presume that because sacred architecture in the Caucasus, Crimea, Moldavia and Transylvania does not correspond with each other, there is little hope that secular monuments, in particular in the urban architecture, would have corresponded 
at all. Accepting this paradigm, we must construct our theme 
first and foremost from the conditions of Transylvania.
Another fundamental thesis we have to  formulate is whether we consider urban architecture a cultural production.
 Contrary to classical architectural investigations, it is not the form itself that we intend to evaluate. Instead, we seek to understand the cultural expressions and content tied to the form.
 When examining the settlement structures, churches, and houses, therefore, our goal is not to make a detailed survey of them (in certain cases, the heritage impact studies have already done so, see: research history), but rather to understand what cultural content a particular architectural design demonstrates/expresses. In other words, we explore Armenian architecture as a cultural and social process, rather than architectural work.  
Generally speaking, the cultural process in this case is the history of the integration and later assimilation of the Armenian colony
, and the spatial dimension of this history. We endeavor to uncover, whom the Armenian colony modeled itself after, how its
 tastes changed, how they related to local architectural traditions. As a result, keywords throughout the book will be, "cultural integration,” “interaction,” “assimilation,” and “pattern adoption.” First and foremost, however, we will try to find an answer to what caused urban architectural differences, which emerged between the individual colonies, studying the nature of cultural interaction with other (non-Armenian?) peoples and social structures. For example, even early on in the new settlements, sharp differences arose from the fact whether 
the settled Armenians managed to obtain town autonomy. Without this, settlements faced constant conflict and reconciliation, though they eventually became closely integrated into their local environment. In the 19th century, when Armenians supported Hungarian national efforts, a more profound integration occurred among Armenians in Szeklerland 
in Transylvania
, while Armenian towns in the Romanian-majority regions increasingly became ethnic islands. 
The book’s structure follows the logic below. First of all, the history of science and methodological issues
 will be clarified. the time-varying patterns of cultural identity will follow
. In the light of the abundant literature on the Armenian identity, the four-step process of assimilation will be outlined based primarily on the example of Gherla
. In the first period under study, lasting until the end of the 17th century, the Armenians existed as a diasporic people
. The next era was the period of settlement and town foundation lasting until the early 18th century. During this era, Armenians were considered foreigners in Transylvania’s feudal society, and their status there was rather uncertain.. Beginning with the reign of Maria Theresa and lasting until the first half of the 19th century, Armenians acquired full rights, and many attained a privileged position in Transylvania and the Habsburg Empire. Numerous families were even ennobled.However, colonies also began to be dissolved
. The fourth period began with the 1848/49 Hungarian War of National Liberation. The Armenians supported the Hungarian cause against the Habsburg dynasty. In the following decades, they  became part of the Hungarian nation in a civil sense
. Thus, within this study, we see an initial period when Armenians were considered foreigners in Transylvanian society, though they later became part of the feudal system, and eventually an integral part of the Hungarian nation during the era of nationalism. 

The book’s second topic will explore the Armenian colonies’ external relations highlighting urban historical aspects
. In the early 18th century, Armenian merchant centers were "new towns" in a stable settlement system, which had already been working for centuries. Therefore, independent Armenian urban development had to struggle with the disadvantage from the outset that they did not have the most advantageous positions in a geographical sense.
 Szekler Land 
already had a peripheral position, or was at least a separate entity within Transylvania in both geography and social consciousness. Gherla and Dumbrăveni, on the other hand, had to compete with the existing urban centers (Cluj, Bistrița, Sibiu. Medias, etc.). The main conclusion of the changes in two hundred years is, that, with the assimilation of the Armenians, the vitality of "new towns" dropped dramatically
. It is also apparent that Gheorgheni, which was in the most favorable position in terms of relations between town and countryside, performed the greatest urban transformation in the early 20th century.
This work’s unit of the analysis is the towns’ internal structure, their street and land layout, and their overall cultural embeddedness
. From view perspective, it becomes clear that the Armenians’ status had a decisive role in the evolution of their townscapes. A true new town could only be built where the land of the town was in the hands of the colonies in a legally arranged form, that is, in the royal treasury demenses
. This was the case above all in Gherla and to a lesser extent in Dumbrăveni. Even in these settlements, however, we should not forget that the actual Armenian town was not built entirely in a free area, but more closely connected to an existing castle or to a settlement’s core below the castle. Thus, some adaptation constraints 
can be always detected in the structure of the new Armenian towns. Depending on what principles or constraints dictated the adaptation and what structural elements and customs were observed, various layout systems were established. 
After studying colonies’ ground plans, the buildings will be examined next. 
Plot sizes were markedly different, and a uniform development was therefore impossible for Armenian architecture. For example,  houses with wide Baroque façades in Gherla could not have been built in the strip plots of the Szekler Land
. However, regardless how small the Armenian community in Transylvania was, local building traditions and the availability of building materials and of craftsmanship all led to architectural dialects
. Besides differences, the architecture of the four Armenian colonies also share common features. Some of these are Armenian characteristics and arise from the fact that the colonies tried to maintain their connections with each other despite geographical distance. The other, more important common denominator was the urban lifestyle of the people in the colonies. Transylvanian Armenian architecture followed municipal 
patterns  in the early 1700s. The urban nature of Armenian architecture seems the most striking in Frumoasa which until now has retained its village character beyond its Armenian core.     
Along with analyzing these urban patterns, this work will also describe and compare the Armenian townscapes of the early 20th century. Compared with the two centuries preceding it and their dearth of surviving depictions and buildings, this period is abundant in available source material: postcards, cadastral maps, the statistical data series of the buildings from the modern census of 1910, the enthusiastic homeland literature. Last but not least, this era’s temporal proximity allows us to generate more tenable hypotheses on the characters of individual streets and town districts based on today’s buildings and styles. The detailed examination of the turn of the century, besides offering methodological insight, is necessary to consider, as the changes in 1920 with new borders and political realities opened a new era in the history of the Armenians. Before the First World War, the majority of the Armenians had assimilated into the Hungarian nation, Transylvania’s new place in Romania after 1920 placed Armenians in a minority position. Mass emigrations resulted. Everything that happened to Transylvanian Armenians in the 20th century led to a complete rupture in their sense of place and identity. A significant portion of Transylvanian Armenians left the colonies, many moved from Romania to Hungary.  From a live tradition and culture, Transylvanian Armenian architecture became a historical and cultural heritage in the 20th century. 

2.  RESEARCH ISSUES IN ARMENIAN URBAN PLANNING

2.1. Previous Research  
The literature of Transylvanian Armenian architecture shows enormous inequalities, which my study of four Armenian towns will rectify.  On one hand, there is Gherla, subject to several high-quality studies, on the other hand Dumbrăveni remains almost unknown. Compared to these two cities, Gheorgheni is in a special situation, mainly due to the fact that researchers do not separate the histories of the Szekler and Armenian small towns. Finally, the village milieu of Frumoasa has thus far only interested those who are interested in homeland knowledge. Armenian research has rich literature and there are some attempts to compare these four locations, however, these tend to offer sketches and some interesting observations, but are not sufficient analysis to fill a monograph. 
The following literature review begins with Gherla, which has the most detailed architectural description thanks to Virgil Pop. Pop defended his dissertation in 1997
 in Romanian, but has published his results in German and English as well. The importance of English and German publications has helped overcome the very language barriers, which have already caused Transylvanian Armenian architecture to be barely visible in international Armenology.
 
In international literature about Transylvanian Armenian architecture, only the settlements' most important churches are present. Summaries consider them 
insignificant, as Transylvanian colonies that united with Rome are designed in a manner that show the Western and Roman Catholic tastes.
 Pop emphasizes the ‘westernness’ of Gherla, which is outstanding not only in comparison with the Armenian homeland or surrounding Moldavian territories, but also with the neighboring Transylvanian towns. The uniquely rich and "pure style" presence of 18th-century Baroque urban planning principles and decorative arts demonstrate this western appearance. Although others had been aware of Gherla’s Baroque elements, Pop coined the term "Baroque new town" (barocke Gründungstadt) to describe this. In his interpretation, the town’s layout from the early 1700s, the Armenian house’s evolving structure, a variety of arch shapes and decorative window and door frames, all appear in the same architectural endeavo
r on different levels. However, such a strong emphasis on the Baroque features has the potential to push other influences to the background. These include the late Renaissance decorative motifs, the effects of regional and vernacular architecture, the provincialism of the second half of the 19th century, or Armenians’ lifestyles, which directly affected the shape of the house (storage needs). Pop acknowledges these factors outside the Baroque era, but he considers them secondary compared to the Baroque’s influences. He regards European architectural history as offering the theoretical framework, that is, the chapters 
on the Baroque town.
 Specifically,  town conceptions of absolutist rulers offer themselves as a basis for comparison, like the examples of Karlsruhe, Erlangen, Mannheim, Versailles.
 It is apparent from Pop’s comparison that compared to internationally acclaimed models, Gherla shows not only the many characteristics of peripheral existence, like delays in time, its modesty in scale, but it also differs from the ideal Baroque town in its concept. Classic Baroque residentiary seats have the palace in the center of town, whereas in Gherla, the main organizing motif is the church.   
Pop emphasizes Gherla’s Baroque nature and draws parallels with its European contemporaries, which serves both an academic and a pragmatic purpose. Pop is a heritage conservation expert, and his work   formulates a clear message to help raise public awareness. The “Baroque town" is serves as a "slogan" that reaches beyond academic audiences to the general public as well. This is particularly crucial in Transylvania, where  Baroque urban planning is not very common, especially in the highly decorative form that Gherla offers.
 Despite the reference to European examples, the term “Baroque town" therefore serves to position the individual townscape in Transylvania. The methodology of heritage value assessment pervades Pop's work as a whole. His doctoral dissertation, and the published translations thereof contain very detailed descriptions and surveys. He reviews the plot sizes block by block, and provides a cadastral overview of the houses requiring heritage protection. The plans currently designed to protect certain townscapes are also signed by an architect
 from Cluj-Napoca.
 
He could rely 
on the heritage documentation of a condition survey, which the Kolozsvár (Cluj-Napoca) heritage protection office undertook in 1977.
 The heritage condition survey was commissioned after a complete rehabilitation of the downtown was planned.
 Leaders János Sóvágó and Csaba Miklósi-Sikes marked the working group that prepared the survey, which is still the most valuable source of Armenian architectural research in Transylvania. A total of about 80 buildings dating from the 18th and early 19th centuries were surveyed. Michael Sabau and Michaela Bodea published the results of the research, first in Romanian and later in German and English.
 The analyses clarified the ground-plan typology of the historical houses of Gherla, and as Pop’s thesis later indicates, they pointed out the town's architectural importance for establishing Baroque styles in Transylvania. Looking at the structure of the town, they also discussed possible Transylvanian models, for example, Cluj Napoca. While recognizing the formal similarity, they did not deal deeper with the logic of pattern adoption nor did they attempt to explain the social history of the Baroque townscape. Especially characteristic of Sabau, although he was thoroughly familiar with the turn-of-the-century Armenology research, he used it as auxiliary science in the history of architecture, for the purpose of data incorporation
. This meant that the architectural discourse on Gherla was separated from its socio-historical context. For decades, only architectural form was studied and the sociological content was barely considered. 
Their colleague, Csaba Miklósi-Sikes, was also active in the heritage surveys. He first claimed in a conference presentation held at the beginning of the 2000s that, besides style, it was time that to interpret the townscape from the customer’s - that is to say the Armenians’ - point of view.
 He argues that the Armenian Baroque is just the Armenians casting their loyalty to Vienna in physical form. The idea of ​​Viennese orientation was born as a result of a comparison with the Baroque small-town architecture in Hungary, in particular with Sümeg’s townscape. 
"Sümeg is barely 150 kilometers from Vienna, but Vienna’s effect has a much stronger presence in Gherla’s Baroque architecture about 800 kilometers off." 
 
Thus Miklós-Sikes enriched the Baroque meaning of Gherla with another thread. In his interpretation, the Baroque townscape is a result of a cultural transfer that cultivated direct contact with the architectural center, Vienna, in spite of the distance. Miklós-Sikes's ideas were derived from the similarity of architectural forms. At the same time, the research on other Armenian diasporas’ trade relations also reveals a similar role of connecting remote regions.
 

Interestingly, the works discussed so far hardly mention B. Margit
's name, even less her research results, although her art history analyses rely on archival data and give additional insight into the issue of style.
 Margit’s work indicates that prior to the 1750s, before construction of the great church, mostly craftsmen from the region worked in the town, whence the Armenian customers acquired Renaissance stone carvings that corresponded to contemporary Transylvanian fashions. However, the second generation of master builders, who arrived at the same time as the church’s construction, is foreign: the accounts include mainly names from Austria, Moravia and Western Hungary. Because these master builders came directly from the Baroque centers of the Habsburg Empire, the Armenian Baroque styles in Gherla are richer than others in Transylvania.
 
 Margit B. Nagy was a follower of the first discoverer of the Armenian Baroque, Géza Enzt. This renowned art historian was able demonstrate the aesthetic values of the town along the Someș River with sophisticated skill. He first formulated the basic features of the Armenian baroque, or as he called it "late Baroque or Rococo ", such as overheated 
decoration, searching pictorial effect, or the striking closeness to European forms. 
"The crowding architectural elements, the playful, often cumulative decorating mode, the scenic management of sculptural elements are all traits that bring the Gherla Rococo close to the contemporary European art, but at the same time away from the Hungarian taste. "
 
Entz drew attention to two more important phenomena that future research would emphasize. One is the rural, almost village-like effect of the streetscapes. This rural character is partly visible in Transylvania (Cluj-Napoca, Sibiu), but even more palpable in comparison with the late Baroque streetscapes of the Hungarian Kingdom.
 While there are closed street lines and mainly storey civic town houses 
there, in Gherla, one-story houses with large gardens are dominant.  Another characteristic is the social status and the rank of the owners. While the religious and the secular aristocracy led the way in urban architecture in Hungary as generally the case in Europe, in the 17th and 18th-century constructions in Gherla, the bourgeoisie played a leading role.

Géza Entz’s art history approach and the 1970s research  based on heritage protection have a common feature: their interest was focused on the Baroque. All previous and future urban architectural works were compared to those of the Baroque. The Renaissance was defined as preparation for the Baroque, and Classicism and Romanticism were unable to emerge from the shadows of the Baroque heritage. The remarkable transformation of the 19th century’s second half only deals with them to the extent that they modified or spared the Baroque underpinnings.
Compared to the abundant scholarship concerning Gherla’s history, Dumbrăveni (“Elizabeth Town”) is virtually unknown in the public life of the history of art and architecture. Yet in a socio-historical sense, a lot of parallels exist between the two towns. Elizabeth Town’s 
architectural monuments are rather modest, but this alone does not justify the enormous discrepancy between the mass of second-generation heritage protection architects who are working to rescue Gherla, while Dumbrăveni’s values are still yet to be recognized. As such, the town’s only inventory of architectural value was carried out under the "Denkmaltopographie Siebenbürgen" project, which Ioan George Andron and Iosefina Postavaru led and which listed Saxon monuments.
 Postavaru highlights the disparity in her review on the results of the survey: while in Gherla there are nearly fifty buildings designated as heritage protected sites, in Dumbrăvenithere is only one-tenth Postavaru divides the town's construction process into ten architectural periods, from the manorial center developed in the 1300s to the present day. The role of the Armenians lasted from the end of the 1600s until the early/mid 20th century. In the 20th century, Dumbrăveni gradually lost its urban functions and melted it into neighboring Sighișoara’s village-like catchment area. Its population was almost completely replaced
. It is a serious problem that in 1952, many more villagers were settled into the downtown area than the towncould provide adequate housing for.
 All this has led to the overcrowding and deterioration of the buildings. On the other hand, one positive aspect of the past century  is that there have been few significant changes to the structure and skyline of the settlement compared to the end of the 19th century
. According to Postavaru, this feature alone justifies the establishment of a historic zone as soon as possible
. Postavaru's methodology preferences aspects of the heritage value cadaster. The historical data of his periodization rely on the monograph published in 1896 by Lukács Ávedik, the town’s renowned monographer. Roland Hönig's new summary in 2001 recently supplemented this work.
 On the basis of these sources, he 
believes that Dumbrăveni had been built up by the mid-1700s, the same period when the Baroque Old Town of Gherla was designed/established. He 
notes that the Armenians’ town building activity organized the civil town around the main square of clustered settlement below the castle. It was completed in main lines 
by the end of the 18th century. The oldest buildings of Dumbrăveni were also constructed at that time
. Like Pop, Postavaru also attempts to describe the basic form of the Armenian house, though she had much less data available. She only reviews the characteristics of the courtyard constructions and leaves out the standardization of the internal proportions of the rooms. This analysis indicates that the oldest layers of Dumbrăveni’s Armenian architecture were largely modeled on Saxon examples.
 Because of plot conditions, there cannot be a direct takeover of the Gherla house type, even where it seems so for the streetscape (see section "Buildings" in detail).
 Although, the settlement heritage of Dumbrăveni has a significant proportion of Baroque elements terminating at the beginning of the 19th century, we have still not seen the term, “Baroque town”. Furthermore, the second half of the 19th century has as much significance as the previous periods. 
This does not mean that the wider issues of the town's architectural transformation would be clarified.
 Above all, the social-historical interpretation of the changing architectural character is missing. Because Dumbrăveni’s development permanently halted in the early 20th century, it is particularly suitable for analysis of historic townscapes. For example, it should not be overlooked that the intensive office building boom at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries, enforced the administrative, governmental tasks rather than merchant, urban functions in the changing role of the town network. All of this was of utmost importance to the townscape, as it created discrepancies in the townscape that are still palpable today. The changing Armenian identity is reflected in changing townscape patterns, from appearance of foreign merchant populations to the turn-of-the-century embourgeoisement of a specific logic
. 
The relationship between the changing Armenian identity and the townscape is interesting for Gheorgheni, although here the architectural form rested on a very different footing. Two basic papers are available on Gheorgheni architecture. Miklós Köllő, who has written one, actively works in the renovation of town houses, as well as in urban planning and heritage conservation plan. György Vofkori, the cultural historian, has written the other. Köllő summed up his knowledge acquired as practicing chief architect in his diploma thesis for conservation engineering.
 Due to the genre of monument examination protocol, the division of the urban architectural eras is a central element. Compared to Gherla and Dumbrăveni’s architectural documentation, Köllő’s works place more powerful emphasis on the issue of cultural interaction, especially, the relationship between the Szekler-Hungarian environment and the Armenian populace. In contrast with the two aforementioned towns, clearly considered Armenian, in Gheorgheni, Armenian architectural style only characterizes one era
. This era, at the turn of the 18th and 19th centuries when the town was mostly built of wood, witnessed the emergence of a new construction method employing solid material.
 However, Köllő believes that the Armenian Baroque in Gheorgheni is not comparable to Gherla’s, partly because the advanced stone carving workshops were missing, and because the Armenians had no feudal privileges. After the assimilation of the Armenian merchant class, the author presents the development of Gheorgheni at the end of the 19th century as a self-contained urbanization era, in which the Armenians’ building activities could not be separated from the whole town. Köllõ’s professional prestige of working as an architect and being the town’s planning director greatly increases the credibility his works. The concept of the paper, the diagrams and figure annexes show the contours of a protection regulation to help practical heritage management. We can see the fundamental work before us that was carried out at the end of the 1980s for Gherla, and for Dumbrăveni in the early 2000s. 

But while in Gherla and especially Dumbrăveni, the architectural surveys rely on historical from a hundred years ago, Gheorgheni has a very lively discussion on local history. The best known authors are Márton Tarisznyás and Dezső Garda. Their publications are interesting not only because of the historical data, but also because they have largely explicated the town’s structural changes from the early Middle Ages to the 20th century.
  An important step in this activity was György Vofkori’s special work on architectural history.
 Vofkori presents Gheorgheni in an enjoyable manner, using archival photographs and postcards, complete with a large amount of local data. His methodology leaves less room for periodization compared to the historic value studies in Dumbrăveni. Vofkori’s main organizing principle is topography, location and time are secondary. The book may be used as a guide and the lexicon, with its rich image material, can be used as a source. 
Regarding the amount of special works, there is no doubt that Gherla and Gheorgheni provide the richest material. However, in Gherla, the practical conservation work has priority, whereas in Gheorgheni, townscape research typically appears as part of its homeland
 literature. However, a detailed architectural survey of Gheorgheni like the one in Gherla, is still to come. In the early 1990s, only the center’s façade image was recorded, there were no systematic investigations on house floorplans.
 On the other hand, historians have revealed 
the sources better here, therefore we have a better understanding of Gheorgheni’s architecture with regards to social history, the Szekler-Hungarian and Armenian cohabitation difficulties, the changes of the economic history, and the rich system of connections between the town and its surroundings.
 Consequently, while researchers have explored Gherla better than Gheorgheni in the technical-monumental field, from a social-historical point of view, the situation is reversed. 

Finally, there are few basic works worth mentioning with regards to the smallest Armenian colony, Frumoasa. The Armenian core of the settlement bears an urban look, but no matter how intimate it is, its urbanity is far below the real small towns of the region. 
The limited development potential not only affected the architectural image of the settlement, but the research on it as well. While the other three colonies regularly appear in the summaries on the history of Transylvania due to their town/borough status and their regional position, these same volumes contain nothing about Frumoasa. The research is also fruitless even if Frumoasa is considered a village, as the ethnographic literature has not yet compiled a comprehensive monograph on it. 
Only the past few years have brought a change to this situation. Thanks to heritage protectionist architect, Ernő Bogos, the evaluation, renovation, and promotion of the settlementscape’s values have begun. Bogos has not yet published his results, he but he placed some details of his plans at the disposal of this research (BOGOS 2010). Due to the nature of heritage protection work, the plans mainly include cartographic surveys, which focus on visual relationships. Independent from this documentation, the working section 
on settlement history was published in a booklet by Katalin Bogos.
 The author largely relied on data from the Historia Domus (Chronicle) recorded since 1860. Exploring the relationship between the architectural character and village history is missing for Frumoasa, not surprisingly, since research has only just begun.
To sum up the history of research, we can say that a considerable amount of data is available, however, there are great disparities that have hindered a comprehensive, comparative analysis. Gherla’s highly detailed scholarship inevitably serves as a yardstick when examining other locations. As a logical solution, making virtue out of necessity, this work presents Gherla separately as an ideal type and interprets the characteristics of the other three sites in comparison. 
Besides the difficulty in comparing sites that have been scrutinized to varying degrees, the methodology of architectural history research poses the greatest challenge. This is not a problem in and of itself, but it is worth bearing in mind that this paper doesn’t present the townscape itself, but its role as part of a socio-historic narrative. 
All cited authors agree that these townscapes would not have been created without the Armenians’ involvement. In other words, ethnic determinism creates a connection between the towns of Gherla, Dumbrăveni, Gheorgheni, and Frumoasa despite the distance between them. Since heritage studies focus on the four settlements’ forms, they tend to point out major differences between them without attempting to understand the ethnic character that prevails through transmissions
. Nevertheless, one can understand architectural similarity beyond the category of form and instead as the similarity of the underlying principles.
 The character and atmosphere of towns obviously feel similar  when the street structure or the building stock have the same appearance, but this may also be the case when parallels exist in inhabitants’ occupational structure, way of life, and status. Architectural form research may not necessarily adress this issue, but exploring social history reveals the actions and behaviors behind a town’s form. In this way, we may discover similarities among the four Armenian settlements.
The social-historical explanation, also broadens the concept of urban architecture and offers to include the results of special contemporary cultural history works. It is typical of heritage investigations that their descriptions are based on the results of the classic historiography
 of basic Armenology works. Nonetheless, the strengthening Armenology discussion in recent decades has pointed out that the historical monographs from the end of the 1800s served both as the authentic exploration of reality, as well as the Armenians’ demand for self-definition at the end of the 19th century (Kovács 2015). A theme emerges along the ethnic issue of minority existence - and the closely related issue of identity - and these are the socio-historical strands along which the Armenian town architecture can be interpreted not only in form, but also in content. 
Consequently, this comparative analysis proves to be a novelty, because systematic comparisons have not yet taken place. In addition, it is also unique that the townscape is analyzed beyond form to include an appropriate cultural product matching the periodization of Armenian ethnic integration
. Armenology research in recent years has provided a theoretical framework for this model. The key point in the Armenian identity was the church union
, and with this religious identity in mind, a more accurate picture begins to emerge
. The Pázmány Péter Catholic University and the Leibniz-Institute für Kultur und Geschichte des östliche Europa (GWZO Leipzig) have produced a generation of historians who have established fundamental theses by analyzing unknown religious protocols, religious texts, and missionary correspondences regarding 18th and 19th-century Armenian identity and social development. Their results have proven to be instructive in urban architectural research.
 Cluj historian, Judit Pál provides the initial theoretical framework for this analysis, as she processed the progression of the Transylvanian Armenians’ integration in a series of studies.
  
Reading Judit Pál's works inevitably raises questions about the broader context too, the specific socio-historical, urban hierarchy, and ethnic relations in Transylvania.  These peculiarities directly affected the Armenians’ position in Transylvania, which naturally influenced their development, including urban architecture, as well. Some direct examples include Armenians’ political status in Transylvania, occupational distinction among certain national groups, the religious diversity, the development of the urban network systems, and place of the region in wider trade networks.
  The broader context of the 17th and 18th-century Armenian architectural Golden Age includes the general boom in Transylvanian beef and leather exports.
 External factors also led to the decline of Armenian towns’ development in the 19th century. Leather’s importance declined, and the emerging grain trade strengthened the importance of new regions like the Banat and the Great Hungarian Plain (Alföld).
 
The interpretation of Armenian town architecture is even less conceivable without the theoretical parameters of urban geography. The 18th and 19th centuries witnessed a very different town type than what emerged at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries with industrialization and the emergence of nation-states. Two fundamental works have been published in recent years on this background with regards to architectural image. One monograph analyzed Transylvanian town networks from the 1700s until 1867 with the legal union of Transylvania and Hungary.
 The other work reviews the results of the hierarchal 
rearrangement of the subsequent decades, relying on rich statistical data from the era. The perspective of town networks helps us understand each Armenian center’s initial establishment 
and the broad logic of their changing future role
.
 
2. 2. Research Data Collection
The townscape’s most important historical source is the physical environment itself. This is especially the case in locations, where 20th-century developments did not extensively restructure towns’ layouts from the early 1900s. Fortunately, for various reasons, all four locations meet this criteria.  This is even true in Gheorgheni and Gherla, which have undergone relatively dynamic periods of development, given that new housing estates have been mostly constructed beyond the towns’ historic cores. The old and the new structures are so divided that  even the landscape and historic environs are preserved in some places. Frumoasa and Dumbrăveni have even more telling townscapes, as the past hundred years have passed without any major intervention. 

(1)  Between 2010 to 2013, several waves of reconnaissance took place, when photos were taken of each settlement’s historical streets. Photos of the downtowns covered all houses in detail, while the streets  historically belonging to  other ethnic groups
 had only their main character documented. The reconnaissance diary also recorded details and information not immediately visible from the nearly three thousand pictures. 

(2) The reconnaissance work also included a detailed inspection of each building, with an average of 7-8 buildings in each settlement. The quality of data obtained during the reconnaissance largely depended on the assistance provided by residents and the time available. A survey of any real technical depth was not possible, but the surveys included exploring room connections
, tracing major periods of construction and reconstruction , and recording oral history from the residents about the buildings. 
(3) In part, this reconnaissance supported field surveys and other research based on material from local archives and collections. Gheorgheni hosts the Tarisznyás Márton Museum, Gherla has the Armenian Catholic Archives Collection, and Frumoasa has a modest local history museum. The most valuable source of archival material is the architectural plans and urban planning materials. We managed to track down some of these documents from the end of the 19th century to analyze this history. Remarkably, a lot of archival material from Transylvania in connection with this project has been processed and published in the recent years.
 Compared to these 
data, archival research has not brought a quantity of novelty, but considerable novelty in the interpretation of sources
. It was possible to view the details of and intact heritage preservation and urban planning documentations that exist. In addition to revealing the character of the towns
, plans include maps depicting existing plot structures in 1:5000 and 1:2000 scale. The archival cartographic material was based on three military surveys, which enables us to follow the transformation of the urban fabric from the 18th to late 19th centuries.
 In addition, the Chamber's files in the Hungarian National Archives provide some sketches and maps from the mid-18th century detailing Dumbrăveni and Gherla’s early states. 
(4) The fourth source for material was archived photograph collections (before 1945). During on-site visits, photo copies were made of about fifty postcards and photos from family collections. Thirty original postcards were also obtained. Thanks to the contemporary, in-part Armenian, bourgeois layers, all four settlements have rich postcard material. Items not available on site were mostly found on the Internet. The internet has provided an invaluable source, since it is possible to browse antique auctions, as well as amateur and semi-amateur websites, in addition to digitized online collections. 
3. ARMENIAN IDENTITY 

3. 1. The concept of Armenian Identity 
It is fundamentally difficult to define the Armenian ethnic group itself. If we consider ethnic identity or minority an independent linguistic, religious and other cultural identity,
 then Armenians may only be considered an ethnic minority  during the first half of the examined era
. Paradoxically, it is not this earlier period, but at the end of the-19th-century, when the intellectual movement “Armenism” characterized the current concept of Armenian identity.
 Armenism was a largely elitist movement that emphasized the Armenian nation’s excellence
, and elevated the Armenian identity into a socially prestigious category. It is revealing that during interviews
 conducted on field surveys, there was a constantly reiterated motif that among Armenians "you do not find a poor man". Accordingly, the possession of material goods belongs, in their mind, to the Armenian identity. The Transylvanian Armenian architecture is consequently interpreted as representing the local, wealthy strata’s architecture. 
As a logical extension of the previous train of thought, we will first try to grasp the concept of Transylvanian Armenians from the current understanding. This will be aided by anthropological and sociological research, which has also dealt with the subject to some extent.
  The concept of Armenian identity is hard to graspe along objective markers, such as language, religion, or declared nationality. The Romanian census in 2002, for example, only recorded a total of 1,780 people. Interestingly, the majority of these people are partly Romanian and partly Armenian speaking immigrants who have arrived in Transylvania or Romania after the 1915 genocide, or just recently
.
 A mixed identity characterizes the Armenian identity today. Politically, they have Hungarian, or Romanian nationality, and therefore perceive being Armenian identity as a secondary, more cultural bond (origin consciousness). Regarding the so-called Hungarian-Armenians, Kinga Kali writes: 
"There is no such historical continuity, which could cover the same name as the Armenians in Armenia and Armenian-origin residents of Transylvania today
." 
 
The Transylvanian Armenians have perfectly assimilated in the last two hundred years into the Hungarian host society, taken their language, customs, habit and national identity
. Kali draws attention to the fact that when there are fewer cultural symbols in a community to create a self-image, it is probable that they will overemphasize existing cultural elements.
 For the Armenians, the most important cultural carrier element is the Church
. As a result, the ethnic element of Armenian architecture is seen mainly in their religious sites. Gherla is the only exception, even though the temple 
is a central element as well. 
At the same time, the blurring borders of Armenian identity  has provided an opportunity to more freely shape the Armenian self-image. Where national and ethnic borders are relatively objective, for example, they belong to language or skin color, 
it is difficult create ethnic characterology for social experiences and stereotypes. Thus, the Armenian identity is more fluid, and can combine with additional markers such as with the Church, or as a " loyalty “ to a host society, which indicates how Armenian culture and civilization have perennially contributed to civilizational developments in different regions, be it Transylvania, Moldavia, or and Wallachia.
 Therefore, based on this typology, one can see how Armenian architecture adopted the local patterns (loyalty) and renewed them (contribution to the civilization progress), which can be interpreted in this dual power sphere. 
In summary, we can offer the following theses regarding the concept of Armenian identity today. First, Armenian identity is not a single category, and Armenians have existed in Transylvania rather as an ethnicity, than a nation. Transylvanian Armenians’ self-image is peculiarly elitist, based on stratified social and economic markers. This means that the Armenian identity somehow turns upwards and lacks folk elements. Its most important architectural symbol is the Church, to which, except in Gherla, the townscape as a whole is only loosely connected
. This fluid Armenian identity offers a good starting framework for urban architectural research, as it emphasizes the duality of integration and cultural transfer. 

The notion that Armenian concepts of self-identity is fluid only makes sense in reference to other identities, such as in contrast to other Transylvanian nationalities, like the Hungarians, Romanians, and Saxons
. A closer look at today's Armenian image immediately reveals the persistent influence of values and concepts that the Armenism movement formulated more than a century ago. Many people today call for the introduction of a “Neo-armenism” term to emphasize the similarity between the old Armenism movement and the  Armenian discourse in recent years.

The original Armenism had a special place in the late 19th-century national movements. By the era of Hungarians’ national awakening, the small Armenian population had assimilated by adopting the Hungarian language and many of the Hungarians’ customs. Without an agrarian background and merchants in truncated social structures, this was not unusual. The Balkans merchants called Greeks, for example, were almost completely absorbed in the host society in Hungary. At the turn of the 19th century, practically only their Churches, united with Rome
, were reminiscent of their former presence. It was a similar situation in Transylvania for the Armenians. The religious architecture and the Church were the last to bear their cultural identity. It is no coincidence that the Armenism movement had several main authors who were priests.
 Self-organization within the Roman Catholic Church was a long-term social structure that has survived assimilation, and provided a framework to create the modern Armenian identity. 

The 19th-century search for identity did not question whether Armenians belonged to the Hungarian nation. Unlike the Romanians, the Transylvanian Saxons or the Serbs’ national movements that expressed irredentist claims, Armenism perfectly fit within the era’s nation-state framework.
 This meant that for the Hungarian intellectual elite, the Armenians’ national awakening did not threaten but rather legitimated their ideas. With the Armenians, Hungarian politics gained a perfectly loyal minority in Transylvania, where national and ethnic
 fault lines were particularly sharp. The Armenians had the role of the "good minority" in the eyes of the Hungarian public, who were true patriots that did not “abuse the trust and openness" of the host society. 
"The Armenians, however, did not try to abuse the autonomy, which Apaffy and Leopold I.’s charters had provided, for ethnically separate organizations: Instead, they were to completely become one with the Hungarian nation, their language, sentiments, laws and freedom as well. " 


The emerging Armenian image was elastic. They supported the ruling Habsburg dynasty but also fought with the Hungarians against the Habsburgs during the 1848-49 War of Liberation.
 In addition to their loyalty to the host society and limited church autonomy, the third main pillar of the 19th-century, Armenian identity was the emphasis on their civilization and development.

 “The Armenians are below in number in the Hungarian Kingdom and Transylvania than other non-Hungarian speaking peoples, but with regards to their civilization and literacy they are below none " 
  

This emphasis on civilization is all the more interesting, because the urban construction theme fits into this typology, and two other, separate aspects as well. One is the inclusion of the ancient Armenian capital of Ani in the memory structure
, the other is the prominent role of Gherla
. Both settlements, especially Ani, became a symbolic site, a place of memory in the modern sense
, which appeared in the emerging Hungarian-Armenian national consciousness as both a point of reference base and an integrative force.
 It is almost incidental that historically, no continuity between Ani, destroyed long before Armenians arrived in Transylvania, and the Transylvanian towns themselves ever existed.
  Ani played a role for Armenians scattered throughout the world living in diasporic communities and speaking different languages. It was similar to the role that Jerusalem played for the Jews
.  The memory of Ani is linked solely to the Armenians, it is a point of reference for their different people, scattered around the world. This role has been preserved to this day. It is no coincidence that the historian of Middle Ages architecture, Tamás Guzsik, in search of his personal Armenian roots, has completed the typologization of Ani’s architectural monuments.
  Recently, further building up the ancient city’s myth, some researchers believe to have discovered parallels between Ani in the Far East and the Romanesque decorative art in Hungary.
 The cult of Ani is interesting, because through it, Transylvanian Armenians found connection to other Armenians in the world. Just as important, it stabilized their adoption of Transylvanian identity, as they found historical legitimacy to validate their own town building achievements.   

„Gherla’s Armenian town core should convince all skeptics, that the Armenians did not carry out simple experiments here (...), but cast the finite experiences of a long cultural past into town form.”
 
The question may arise, when reading this quote, whether the example of Gherla can more generally replace Armenian urban architecture. The answer is, in part, yes. Indeed, local history studies emphasize the urban architectural achievements of the migrant Armenian diaspora in Gheorgheni, Dumbrăveni, and Frumoasa, but in a way that reveals regional embeddedness as well. Only Gherla has "purely" Armenian architecture, and among all sites, it possesses the most important architectural heritage. The apparently characteristic Armenian nature and the architectural quality together provide a good foundation for Gherla’s special status. Gherla is the Transylvanian counterpart of the sacred and mythified "Ani”, the place of memory of the Hungarian-Armenian identity
. This is well illustrated by the "Armenian-Hungarian metropolis" phrase
, which corresponds to characerterizations of Ani, „the ancient capital of 1001 towers”. 
The creators of the cult of Ani and Gherla 
were the spiritual leaders of the Armenism movement as well as pioneers of the Transylvanian Armenian historiography. The spiritual leader of the movement was Kristóf Szongott who published Gherla’s monograph and whose name is still a frequent reference.
 Research regards Lukács Ávedik’s Dumbrăveni monograph as a fundamental work.
  Their achievements in the history of science 
is indisputable, even though some of their statements needed refining later. These include the representation of the Armenian-Hungarian relations, which were conflict-ridden rather than friendly until the mid-19th century, the exaggerated number of Armenians, and the elitist strategy depicting Armenian culture as only an achievement of the richest merchant class.
 Thanks to historical research in the past two decades, a much more differentiated picture can be drawn regarding the Transylvanian Armenians’ changing minority situation, internal stratification, intercultural relation systems, and their integration from the end of the 17th century to the Armenism movement.  
3.2. Foreign Locals  

Armenians lived in the medieval Hungarian Kingdom since the 10th century, when Armenians established an independent colony next to the Latin merchant colony in Esztergom.
 Although there was no historical continuity with later migration waves,  the 17th century Transylvanian Armenians may have had similar motivations for going to Hungary, as those settling in Esztergom. In both cases, they were foreigners with different languages and religious customs. But precisely this made them intermediaries between the host society and external markets, and later in the trade networks between elites and masses. This role, although necessary economically, created the basis for countless social prejudices. Pál Judit adopted Walter Zenner’s concept of the “middleman minority”, interpreting the Transylvanian Armenians’ history from this minority existence.
 However, the history of Armenians in Transylvania is distinct in that they successfully integrated into the host society in the 18th and 19th centuries, more precisely, into its nobility, and later into its middle and upper layers with bourgeois consciousness. 

The 16th- and 17th-century geopolitical situation explains the appearance of the Armenians in Transylvania. The region is on the edge of the Carpathian Basin, which at the time belonged along a sharp civilizational boundary. This border was between the Byzantine-centered, Turkish-Muslim cultural sphere and the Western world, led along the central areas of the medieval Hungarian Kingdom.
  The Transylvanian Principality was located adjacent to a hundred-kilometer-wide buffer zone that shifted constantly between the Catholic Habsburgs and Muslim Ottomans. Although the Principality legally belonged to the Ottoman Empire
, it had considerable political leeway. The Carpathian Mountains, a physical barrier, also formed a cultural frontier zone along which Wallachia and Moldova - also Ottoman vassals - belonged to the Eastern Christian Churches. 

This complex borderland situation explains why, in contrast to Western Europe, where Protestantism became the religion of the urban merchant classes in the 16th and 17th centuries
, in Transylvania, the medieval society’s values survived successive waves of Reformation fervor, preserving the ideals of militant chivalry represented by the nobility
. In the Transylvanian town citizens identified with the values and lifestyle of the rural nobility who were moving into towns in large numbers during the Reformation.
 In the 16th and 17th centuries,  South Transylvanian Saxons’ previously dominant trade activity declined. Meanwhile, the nobility’s  role in trade networks grew. The Transylvanian nobility did not directly participate in the exchange of goods, but managed it through trading companies.
 The members of the trading companies came from the Balkans involving Romanian, Macedonian, Greek, Armenian, and Jewish families.
 

Armenians arriving in Transylvania were only one of the ethnic groups trading on the border. Many who were  organized in clans or on basis of kinship developed trade routes between the Ottoman Empire (notably, neighboring Wallachia and Moldavia) and the Principality of Transylvania.
 The middleman minorities may have been strangers

, but this status provided them with the necessary leeway to trade. Since they 
did not integrate into any local elite power spheres, they were an easy group to liquidate 
for political deals. Indeed, this optionoften turned into reality. On the other hand, the diaspora’s network of merchant families could bridge the biggest hindrance to economic relations in times of political instability and along the fault lines of borderland cultures - trust.
In the 16th and 17th centuries, the first traces of Armenian immigration to Transylvania occurred at the entry to and along trade routes. According to the oldest known Armenian tombstone inscription, Armenians already lived in Frumoasa in 1573.
 Specifically, a large number of Armenians settled in the regions of Szekler Land 
where towns and consequently trade, were lacking, including Gheorgheni, Frumoasa, Gurghiu, and Suseni.

 They also encountered the littlest local opposition there. Armenians that settled in Bistrița occupied the geographical gate to Bukovina. However, the local bourgeoisie there were also merchants and did not welcome them. The conflict ended with the expulsion of the Armenians at the beginning of the 1700s.
 The sociological peculiarities of the “middleman minority" theory mean that Armenians’ migration into Transylvania cannot be connected to a single year
. At the same time, however, there was a turning point in 1672, when Mihály Apafi
, the Prince of Transylvania issued a letter of commercial permission to Armenians fleeing from Moldavia.
 Based on this document, today’s widespread narratives of the Armenian immigration to Transylvania resemble the Hungarian conquest by emphasizing a singular occupation. The historical memory of the settlement is mixed with the mythology of the Hungarian Conquest in folk legends: 
„They came, they came, and who knows how long, then the bishop once told that this would be just the place for us. (...) there must have been seven families on seven horses. (...)The bishop made a tent for himself in the middle of the market, and the other families did, where a dry place was. "

The tale included seven families, mirroring the seven Hungarian conquering tribes. The tents indicate the nomadic way of life in the Hungarian nation’s characterology, rather than suggest the "town building" Armenians. This tent scene  appears in the tale related to the establishment of Frumoasa:
‘In the spring of 1642, the Szeklers awoke one morning and at the[modern] Armenian cemetery site - which belonged to the Szakács family - there were tents - and they reported this to the judge, Ilyés Becze who was in the military district. “

More historically-grounded theories about the  Armenian immigration are characterized more by continuity than singularity, and these theories indicate a constant back and forth of migration among Moldova, Transylvania and Poland.
  Indeed, according to the 1735 census, out of eighty Armenian husbands from Gheorgheni, twenty-six were staying in Moldavia, and many had just arrived from there a few years earlier.
 This is unsurprising, given that this mobility  was one key to their economic success. At the end of the 17th century, Transylvania was integrated into the Habsburg Empire, while Moldavia remained in the hands of the Turks. Afterward, the passage to Moldova became more difficult. This period was the Armenians’ commercial heyday. The Armenians moved across both sides of the borders and carried not only goods but also news. Some engaged in spy craft.
 rmenians’ immigration in the 16th to 18th centuries was a continuous process during this era, climaxing in the 1700s. At this point, they were no longer simply a wandering, trading group but a new, socio-ethnic category. The ethnic distinction stemmed from the issue of the ecclesiastical union. The Habsburg rulers acquired the multi-religious Transylvanian Principality
 and aimed to integrate it into the Empire by asserting a Catholic hegemony. Rome also directed missionary work in the new territory, with the ultimate aim of converting the Armenian Apostolic Church to strengthen the Holy See’s Eastern relations. The main objective of the Habsburgs for the union was not to gain the souls, but to win over spiritual leaders, thus gaining legitimacy for their temporal power. The Habsburgs advocated only a formal union leaving the Eastern-rite ceremonies in place. For the Armenians, this was not the case. Through its direct missionary work, the Propaganda Fide Congregation converted Armenians and assimilated them into the Catholic cultural milieu.
  
The religious union made it possible for the Armenians to stabilize their position in the 18th century. They established permanent residence in the Szekler Land 
and their towns were founded on former demesne of the Royal Treasury. However, the impact of cultural assimilation via the religious union should not be exaggerated. For more than a century, the Armenians’ lifestyle, occupation, and origins underscored their foreign status and remained a breeding ground for discrimination against them. This Otherness matched a theme familiar to Jews in European culture; namely, the idea of the "local foreigner." According to Sombart, foreign nations are not bound by local traditions that designate economic and moral self-restraints. Therefore, especially in commercial profit-making, they gain disproportionately large benefits.
 The following quote is typical of the 18th-century sentiment: 
„The Armenians are so indifferent to enriching others that (...) the female gender who loves finery, receives cheap goods on credit and gets very easily confused, and thus accumulates debt and unreasonably burdens her husband with a lot of debt affecting their annual interest rate, or else she gives away their beautiful house for a regular rental fee, as one says, she gives it away as a present. "

The conflict between Armenians and locals was most intense in the Szekler Land
, where the Armenians could not establish an independent settlement. Dezső Garda describes how the Szeklers limited the economic freedom and mobility of the Armenians with ever more regulations. The Szeklers mainly resented 
pub keeping, leather procession, and operating butcheries. The local Szekler government finally threatened the Armenians with expulsion.
 Disagreements between the host society
 and the Armenians only began to subside in the first half of the 19th century, with the rise in local artisans’ economic fate and Armenians’ increasing emancipation and assimilation.
  
While sharp tensions existed within settlements in the Szekler Land 
between the Armenians and non-Armenians, in Dumbrăveni and Gherla, the Saxon local government provided the greatest competition
. The Armenians’ presence hindered the economy of small Saxon commercial centers such as Bistrița, Sighișoara, and Medias.
 In the mid-18th century, the anti-Armenian sentiment existed in the highest levels of local government, embodied by the governor of Nagyszeben, Samuel Brukenthal.
  Since the Armenians had serious conflicts with both the Szeklers and the Saxons, they could only opt for the Hungarian-Magyar nobility’s support out of the three political nations in Transylvania (Magyars, Szeklers, and Saxons). From the late 18th century, after acquiring the privileged status of royal cities, Armenians relied on the Habsburg monarchs for support, but they continued to rely most heavily  on the support of the Hungarian (Magyar) nobility of Dumbrăveni and Gherla.
 As a result, the Armenians in these towns regarded the Hungarian nobility as the host society and tried to meet the ensuing expectations.
 One submitted petition describes is the Armenian position vis-à-vis the Hungarians: 
" We try to follow, the morals, wear the clothing, obey the laws of those whose lands we live in." 
  
As the previous paragraphs indicate, the relationship of the host strata and the Armenians followed different paths after the early 1700s. In the Szekler Land, the Armenian colonies did not manage to free themselves from the feudal local government, whereas in other parts, they gained autonomy as royal cities. The Szeklerland
 situation naturally created more tension with the customs of the host settlement and left less room to maintain separate cultural codes or create new ones. In other words, Armenian culture in the Szekler Land 
was exposed to a much higher pressure to assimilate, which affected their building activity as well. In the free royal cities, the local communities’ leeway was bigger, though hardly without limits. The Saxon market towns recognized the Armenians’ potential rivalry.  Armenians realized that competition was only possible within a strong political coalition. One coalition partner was the Hungarian (Magyar) nobility, the other was the Habsburg ruling dynasty. Both partners had an impact on the Armenians’ subsequent construction plans. The nobility offered accommodation patterns f
or the wealthiest families, while the Habsburgs urged the Armenians to embrace Baroque themes, which were appearing during the Catholic Counter-Reformation’s artistic outpouring.
During the 19th century, both in the royal cities and in the Szekler Lands’ 
settlements, Armenian identity became part of the modern Hungarian national consciousness. Differences did exist between colonies,. but they occurred less and less in the relationship with Vienna and instead in relation to Budapest
. 
The 19th century witnessed a double movement. First, the formerly negative images of the Armenian largely withdrew. The Armenians’ ethnic-social segregation gradually weakened, and by the turn of the 19th to 20th centuries had almost completely vanished. This process already started at the beginning of the 19th century, when upper-class Armenians moved to the Southern Alföld (Great Hungarian Plain) to take advantage of the opportunities of leasing and buying land thanks to their newly gained emancipation. While only a few merchant and craft industries (especially the leather processing) had provided Armenians a living and economic income, in the 19th century, several landowning families managed to make their way into middle and upper classes of the Hungarian social order. Fifty three Armenian families obtained nobility: the Karátsonyi, Daniel, and Jakabbfy families were the most successful in gaining lands.
 
„In Transylvania, the traditional Armenian occupations - cattle and leather trading - lost their importance, so the Armenians tried to find employment in new occupations, which then undermine family traditions."
 
The occupational change of the middle classes was more significant than the elite’s assimilation and mobility. Although the Armenians were not the only ones who produced leather goods in Transylvania, this profession had become a defining occupation for the entire ethnic group. The textile revolution of the 19th century, shifting reliance away from this profession, deeply affected the colonies. Transylvania’s adverse economic situation within the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy further exacerbated these trends. The Monarchy’s industrial development first emerged within its western territories. The Hungarian nobility’s exemption from paying taxes meant that successive Habsburg rulers maintained internal tariffs levied against Hungarian goods, thereby reducing industrial development in the east.
 The Armenian colonies’ highly dynamic economic development in the 1700s was exhausted by the time they finally managed to obtain a full feudal status
. Assimilation provided an economic escape route, offering Armenians new opportunities, the potential to acquire land, and positions in government offices. The latter became significant after the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise, when the Hungarian state’s newly autonomous administrative apparatus created a multitude of positions needing to be filled. 
 „In two and a half centuries, assimilation and transformative work took place, and now this race is just Hungarian, full-blooded native. Similarly, they lack the merchant spirit, as do the Hungarians, and the Armenians have adapted to their model in judgments, good and bad attributes.„
 
In 1905, Bányai 
believed that the Armenians’ assimilation could not be stopped, and their sense of foreign origins would probably disappear in the future as well. He wrote this at a time when Armenism was just beginning to mobilize the Armenian community by strengthening this consciousness of their common origins. Their history was the only identity-forging element for the Armenians who had lost their language, religion, and in part their customs and beliefs. The 20th-century intellectual life in Dumbrăveni and Gherla became strongly linked to the past. More generally, this era was characterized by historicism, but though this had particular importance for the two towns, as the transition to a capitalist economy caused a relative loss in standing for both settlements. This was different in Gheorgheni, which experienced the most dynamic urbanization in its history at the beginning of the 1900s. The 19th to 20th-century "Gherla discourse" which was equated with the Armenian discourse, follows a prosperity-decline narrative. In this narrative, the Golden Age and economic dynamism of the 17th and 18th centuries contrasts with the turn-of-the-century era with its moderate successes and failures. Szongott evoked the glorious past as a mobilizing force, but by the 20th century, only decline remained. 
" Because our town, if only casts a glimpse back to a bright past, can claim noble self-esteem in that " 
Exegi monumentum aere perennius (I have erected a monument more lasting than bronze.). " 
 
„They have fulfilled 
an urban destiny:  become effeminate, vitality has waned." "The splendid Baroque cathedral, which like the old German cathedrals was built over decades from the mid-18th century, could accommodate ten thousand, it is no longer suitable for today's four hundred. Gherla is sleeping, but it is not dreaming. ”
 
The language of decline dominates the architectural evaluation from the 19th century to the present day. However, by examining this issue impartially, one can see how this era brought interesting urban transformations, even though they seem insignificant compared to the Armenian Baroque. Nonetheless, it remains a telltale imprint of the Armenian-Hungarian identity, and in general, of the towns’ new role determined by the state administration. 

3. 3. The Armenian Population and Socio-Economic Stratification 
Because of how well Armenians assimilated, it is more difficult to answer how many lived in the late 19th century Transylvania, compared to in the 18th century. The obvious reason for this is that while the Armenians were listed separately as foreigners in the 1700s, from the 1860s, we can only estimate their number on the basis of language and religious affiliation. As assimilation progressed, even this data increasingly lost validity. The situation is similar to Armenians’ internal stratification. Armenians everywhere lived with other nationalities. However, the modern census data from the second half of the 19th century is only available broken down by territory. The overall lists of numbers only hint at the internal stratification of Armenian neighborhoods. In the following paragraphs, we will try to give an overview of the main Armenian sociological data, relying on Judit Pál’s 1997 study.
 Her findings are complemented by data from Emperor Joseph’s 
census, and the occupational and ethnic situation drawn from Hungary’s 1910 census.
 
Most likely, the Armenians’ numbers in Hungary were much lower than depicted in 19th-century historiography. The legend of the “three thousand families” has appeared in historical works until recently, but when the Armenians “arrived en masse" at the end of the 17th century, their numbers were likely only one-tenth of that.
 In the following centuries, their numbers steadily increased until the 1800s, when their population - at least in the Armenian centers - started to decline. 
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Source: Pál 1997 
Pál's study shows the number of Armenians in each settlement. Examining the 150-year trend, one notes that Armenian towns had various numbers from the outset. Gherla and Dumbrăveni had an absolute majority of Armenians in the 18th century, representing about 50-70 percent of the population, while Gheorgheni and Frumoasa only had about 15-25 percent of the total population.
 
In addition to analyzing these population figures, Pál has also pointed out that Armenian society was not nearly as homogeneous as the Armenism movement suggested. Doubtless, the merchant class had priority because of its economic importance, but there were major differences group, not to mention the different lifestyles of craftsmen who worked in leather processing. This internal stratification is all the more significant, because the four centers each had different occupational specializations as early as the 1750s.
"Every settlement has its own special feature. Gherla has the most balanced occupational structure, where most trades are represented. The tanners in Gheorgheni, Dumbrăveni and the smaller communities have a majority of traders and merchants. Everywhere, cattle traders constitute the wealthiest class, on average, the citizens of Gherla, Gheorgheni (...) pay the most taxes. Among the artisans, the tanners of Gheorgheni stand out considering their financial position.”
 
This quotation  highlights the differences that existed among the colonies from the beginning. These differences later grew stronger. The first Hungarian census in 1785-89 already reveals these distinctions.
 All four settlements share common features thanks to their first and second generation immigration residents. But differences are visible as well, such as specific social structures at the onset of the 19th century. Typically, immigration data  just shows uncertain statuses and a high number of categories that indicate a population’s movement. For example, we find strikingly high numbers of foreigners, people abroad, and households in the other categories that indicate transitory existence. Presumably, the extremely high numbers in these categories are due to the Armenians
. These numbers foreshadow future differences, because while a significant religious clergy worked in Dumbrăveni and Gherla, the colonies in the Szekler Land h
ad only a few priests
.
This study does not cover each stage of assimilation in the 19th century, but for its purpose, it would be not necessary anyway. The town's construction cycles are, in principle, long-running, so we will take a brief snapshot of the process at the turn of the century
. Highlighting this era indicates how townscapes, established in the 18th century, significantly changed in the early decades of the 20th
 century. As noted above, due  to the Armenians’ assimilation, the 1910 statistics can only hint at the  population’s stratification.
Above all, the question arises, how many people considered themselves Armenian-Hungarians
 in some form at the turn of the 19th to 20th centuries. Szongott Kristóf 
estimates that the number of Armenian descent was around 10,000-15,000 people, which only constituted one one-thousandth of the country’s population.
 Statistical data indicates an even more modest estimate. The native Armenian speakers, and/or members of the Armenian Catholic Church amounted to only 2,000-4,000 people.
 The religious affiliation is more important for us, since Armenian parishes essentially kept the colonies together
. In Gherla in 1850, the majority of the population belonged to the Armenian Church, which dropped to only fifteen percent by 1910.
 In absolute numbers, the original community of 2,000 souls was halved. Other Armenian settlements likewise noted losses in their parish attendance. In the mid-19th century, there were about seven hundred people in the parish of Dumbrăveni, nine hundred people in Gheorgheni and three hundred people in Frumoasa,. By 1910, they too had lost half of their members.
 
As for Gherla, we know that the reason behind this phenomenon was a drastic decline in demographic rates. The total birth and death rates had led to declining population numbers since the 1840s, losing an average of one hundred people each decade in the parish.
  What exactly caused the low birth rate? Assimilation or the spread of secular lifestyles with the introduction of birth control? Historical memory identifies Armenians with the local elites and particularly with occupations such as merchants and freelancers. They differed markedly in attitude, lifestyle, and money management from the peasant majority. These memories add to the picture provided by statistical data - language and Church conversion rates – and lead us to wonder how these related to occupational assimilation in the surrounding agrarian society? In this regard, Frumoasa seems to provide the most crucial evidence, as it had remained a village rather than developing into a city. Most of the population loss occurred during half a century in the surrounding villages. According to a parish census in 1927, 139 people belonged to the Frumoasa Church. There were Armenians mainly in Miercurea Ciuc and in the villages of the Ghimeș Pass. These numbers include people scattered in small villages who registered with the mother community.
  Remarkably, while the Frumoasa parish had many unmarried people, the neighboring settlements counted families in the majority. This data potentially measures the movement of the enterprising young and middle-aged population. This is supported by the fact that in addition to Miercurea Ciuc, the county seat and center of commercial life, it was the villages in Ghimeș located next to the newly developing railway, where a prominent commercial population existed in large numbers in the 1910s.
 Such data corroborates stories, preserved in local memories, that Armenians from Frumoasa did not assimilate into peasant village society, but kept their positions in the merchant classes, relocating to busy villages and towns. However, this is only one side of the story. In the 1900s, a significant part of the Armenian diaspora, approximately three hundred people in Frumoasa were not merchants. The number of merchants with dependents did not reach eighty people - a number that included others besides Armenians.
 Of the remaining numbers, a majority mobilized upwards, gaining positions in the bureaucratic apparatus and intellectual and freelance work, or - typically - making a living as a craftsman. Craftsmanship, however, cannot be considered as the sole Armenian specialty in village societies. We don’t have data on marriage rates between Armenian and Szekler craftsman families, but we could conclude from demographic numbers 
that  assimilation must have played a role in the dwindling number of followers in Armenian parishes. 
The merger is even more obvious in nearby Gheorgheni, which, as a regional center, had a much more vibrant commercial life. Nevertheless, within the administrative borders of the town of 85,000, including legally attached satellite villages, a somewhat insubstantial proportion of the population was engaged in trade (4%). Absolute numbers are more revealing: 178 families lived by trading in the town, which was more than in the neighboring county seat, Miercurea Ciuc, though not by much. In Gheorgheni’s commercial life, however, Armenians no longer played the most active role, and Jewish merchants instead overtook their role. 
Besides the ratio of merchants, employment was typical of the urban context: considerably more people were employed in the public service and the intellectual freelance jobs. Gheorgheni was the most rural small town in the Szekler Land
 in this respect. Looking at the numbers of positions available in these bureaucratic and intellectual fields, it is possible that the trading and intellectual careers were filled by local Armenians. Considering that tanners were mostly Armenian in the 18th century, it is also likely that most Armenians may have been found in the numerous artisanal professions at the turn of the century.
While the two Szekler Land 
colonies were in a minority position from the beginning
, which certainly exerted strong pressure to assimilate, in Dumbrăveni and Gherla, only the transition to capitalist economy and subsequent loss of feudal privileges forced the Armenians there to assimilate. In the mid-19th century, one-third of the population in Dumbrăveni still belonged to the Armenian parish, as did half the population in Gherla.
 Later assimilation was evidently substantial. The number of Roman Catholics in Dumbrăveni increased per decade with about as many souls as the Armenian Catholic parish lost.  In addition, the numbers indicated a significant level of emigration. The numbers of the Catholic parish in Gherla grew more slowly than can be explained by Armenian conversions alone.
At the turn of the century, Gherla and Dumbrăveni do not show the importance of traditional Armenian occupations, especially of trade (KSH 1910
). Conceivably, Armenians shifted from commercial to more official careers in the late 19th century, as the Armenology literature suggests. But 10-13% in the public service and the freelance intellectual jobs does not indicate particularly high levels. According to the sources, it is not clear if those of Armenian descent were decisive in merchant-intellectual careers. A preserved recollection from Dumbrăveni reveals more: 
„When my career in the year 1862 commenced here (...) only Armenian men worked in town administration and trade. No stranger was among the officials. Among the merchants, only one Saxon man (András Schmidt) was active and among the craftsmen there was only a barber, Krauss, and a baker who were Saxons. Today, in the year 1910, the town council has only 3-4 original Armenians, among the merchants I can only find two. Most of the craftsmen are Saxons and most of the townhouses are in the hands of the Saxons - particularly in the market square.”
  
While evidence indicates shifting occupations for Armenians in Transylvania, a striking feature in both towns at the turn of the century, in addition to the ethnic arrangements, was their strong military presence. Particularly striking is Dumbrăveni’s martial nature. The officer classes revealed the social cohesion in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, independent of ethnic and religious affiliation. Until World War One, the military was an institution that united different peoples of the Habsburg Monarchy in spite of advancing national movements.
 This military culture did not exert a coercive military authority, but rather displayed a uniform lifestyle, embodied by the officer corps in every part of the Empire, which the bourgeoisie, including the Armenian citizens, conformed to. Unfortunately, the wealthy merchant class, previously exemplifying the capitalist spirit, eventually faded: 
„They were good citizens, very self-conscious, able to live in splendor. (...) Unfortunately, they could not pass on the sophisticated commercial acumen, or even more, they were poisoned after the Compromise with lots of social diseases: snobbery, rush for ranks, rush for the official jobs, empty politicking, fake neo-Baroque attitude”.

This work does not intend to analyze Hungarian bourgeois anomalies, but wishes to convey the idea that the Armenians who were concentrated in Gherla and Dumbrăveni turned away from occupations that previously correlated with their ethnic group - trade and craftsmanship - and moved instead toward the civil careers.
 The bourgeoisie as a social class gravitated toward bigger towns, and Armenians migration was no different, contributing to the emergence of the metropolitan communities such as in Cluj and Budapest. This is a huge difference compared to Armenians’ development in the Szekler Land, which sprang from more modest foundations, but eventually produced a significant local boom at the end of the 19th century. Gheorgheni prospered, in contrast to the declining feudal towns, and strongly attracted the citizenry in the modern sense
.
3. 4. Armenian Hungarians: the Integration Model
The following section will determine the narrative framework for Armenian urban architectural developments through each stage of integration. During 18th and 19th centuries, Armenian architecture changed at the same as the changing concept of Armenian identity. This changing Armenian ethnic consciousness matters as much as the changing nature of architectural resources. When studying historical architecture, as a general rule, younger architectural features are more detailed, and going backward in time, there is progressively less material to examine. This applies to both the quantity and character of buildings. A building’s function and importance also matter. The Baroque palace, for example, is less likely to be demolished than a modest mud or wooden house standing beside it.
 Without taking this into account, we risk overestimating the quality of 18th-century products, based on what remains available to analyze today. Another general law affecting architectural models is the issue of longevity. The three fundamental levels of a settlement-scape are the plot, the building, and the decoration. Each has a different renewal time.
 The first level (the plot) may remain virtually unchanged over the course of two hundred years, while the building may change twice in a generation, and finish (plaster, roof) renewed more often than that. The Armenian towns’ architectural foundations date back to the early 1700s. The first solid layer of construction emerged from the mid-18th century until the early 19th century. The first renewal wave at the turn of the century coincided with the birth of the Hungarian-Armenians’ identity. 
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Máté Tamáska: The Phases of Development in the Armenian Colonies and Their Identities 
Research divides the towns’ architectural development into three main eras:
(1) The first period was the Armenians’ settlement in Transylvania - the diasporas age - which lasted from the end of 17th century to the mid-18th century. During this period, the fate of the Armenian colonies was uncertain and the frequent moves unfavorable for construction activity. The era’s architectural markers were inscribed not so much in the townscape but in the possession of land: land purchases, the designation of the streets, and, finally, the construction of the first churches. Naturally, houses were built as well, but these were quite rudimentary, evidenced by the fact that few survived into the 20th century. 
(2) The second era was the Golden Age of town building, encompassing the bestowing of free royal city status and the persistence of feudal rights from the mid-1700s to the 1848 revolution. During this period, feudal developments and sections were clearly separated from surrounding parts of the town. Borders between Armenian and non-Armenian plots were clearly laid out according to the law. It was also during this period that the economic strength of the Armenians was the most important. Both religious and civil architecture boomed during the Golden Age, which still characterize the townscape skylines today. 
(3) The third period, nearly a century long, witnessed shifting concepts of Armenian identity. The Armenian character of the settlements faded and what remained was no longer marked by ethnic-feudal features but rather those of social class. The Armenian architecture fits into the duality of peasant-civil, rural-urban architecture, as a local version of the latter.
  The Armenians’ financially unstable classes were assimilated into local society

, the big towns increasingly attracted the bourgeois middle class. The Armenians’ character of ethnic inclusion disappeared and with it, the Armenian character of the towns. This gave way to a multi-religious, multinational townscape more generally characteristic of settlements in Transylvania
.
The integration model explains both similarities and differences in each Armenian colony. For example, in the period of settlement, Armenians were only able to purchase land in the regions that later became future royal cities. As such, the colonies’ most spectacular architectural developments during the Golden Age largely occurred in these towns (Dumbrăveni, Gherla). Likewise, at the end of the 19th century, newly emerging notions of Armenian-Hungarian identity adapted to the age’s economic opportunities and new freedoms in the colonies of the Szekler Land, where feudal privileges had previously limited them. There was still a huge gap between the rural Frumoasa and the regional town of Gheorgheni. The former experienced massive emigration from the town, whereas Gheorgheni provided a relatively dynamic social environment for upwardly mobile families.
By the end of the 19th century, the four settlements had established their skyline. This element of the townscape can be understood as the morphological imprint of the Armenians’ era of integration. The four settlements’ differing architectural features derive from the divergent periods of development, which manifested themselves differently in each city. In some cases, the differences are so great that from a purely formal point of view, we can hardly speak of a clearly Armenian architecture. However, from our integration model, the Armenian minority identity remains a noted variable when examining the building sites and material. 
4. GHERLA: 
THE INTEGRATION OF ARMENIANS AND THEIR URBAN ARCHITECTURAL MODEL
As pointed out in the previous chapters, Gherla has primacy among the four Transylvanian Armenian colonies. The Armenian nature of the other three sites, in most cases, is measured by similarities to Gherla. Gherla and its rich source material therefore deserve a special discussion, which will likewise refine the integration model. First of all, thanks to the region’s advanced stone-carving workshops, major architectural achievements appeared before the Baroque era. The Golden Age itself can be divided into at least two parts. 
- The age of diaspora lasted until the 1710s when the Armenian diaspora of Bistrițawas relocated
.
- The first stage of town construction and design spanned from the town’s foundation until the mid-18th-century. Typically, this era adopted the practices and designs of the late medieval era, which were still common in the area.  
- The second phase of construction and development took place in the “Baroque” Gherla, the town's Golden Age. Until the first quarter of the 19th century, connections with Vienna (and the Hereditary Provinces in the western Empire) were palpable, though  regional patterns also survived. 
- In the 19th century’s period of changing Armenian identity, the regional, local customs became dominant. The regional impact materialized partly as the infiltration of the vernacular architectural traditions, partly as the penetration of the rural eclecticism. 
Of course, these eras are not sharply divided. The vernacular architectural traditions, for example, always had a strong influence. Gherla adopted the Austrian Baroque decorative patterns while the houses’ longitudinal floorplans evolved with local folk architecture and their roofed gates suggest Saxon influence. Some features of the Gherla houses -  spacious basements and lofts - exclude the pattern adoption concept. Instead, these resulted from the immanent needs of the merchant population. 
4. 1. The Age of Diaspora
The concept of "founded Baroque town" is so dominant in narratives about the town that the Armenians’ era of diaspora is usually not included in Gherla’s architectural history. One reason, perhaps, is that this era was far from the later Baroque style and focused more on adopting local patterns. This transitory period produced countless features characterizing the foundation age, such as house floorplans and the proportions of the main square. 
The Armenians’ settlement in Transylvania was the result of longer migration processes that historical research has documented fairly well in recent decades.
  Before the 1700s, the Armenians lived as single nation (compania) in the feudal sense
, but scattered into many settlements
. In economic terms, they primarily specialized in long-distance commercial exchanges, which was on hiatus in contemporary Transylvanian society
.
 Establishing a trade route was theoretically worthwhile in the vibrant fair and marketplace centers. The traditional merchant classes in towns, however, did not welcome competition from the Armenians and usually prevented their settlement.  
Therefore, Armenian merchants usually lived scattered across exiting towns, villages, and royal demesne rather than in their own towns or colonies. In the 17th century, only one major town – Beszterce (modern day Bistrița
) – had an Armenian colony. This colony constituted the bulk of the scattered Armenians’ elite.
 This elite class eventually moved to Gherla in 1712, which existed on paper but was not yet built up. As a result, Gherla blossomed. However, Beszterce’s orientational impact on Gherla was not limited to the period after the elites’ migration, as these were not the only Armenians to populate Gherla. Bistrița 
 only had a population of 22 Armenians, while in 1716, there were 130 families in Gherla.
 However, the similarities in form between the two towns is unmistakable. The form and the scale (approx. 160 x 110 m) of Gherla’s main square evokes that of Bistrița
 (200 X 120 m) as well as the surrounding streets with their basic, parallel (fiber) structure. One clear difference between the two is one element of the street structure. In the 17th century Beszterce had already been founded for half a century, so its streets bear the marks of a growing town. Gherla’s basic structure seems more like an “improved” version of Bistrița: a logical network of main streets parallel to each other with cross streets connecting them. It was by no means accidental that one of the Transylvanian impacts on Beszterce was Transylvanian Saxon traditions of urban architecture, which appeared in the town’s layout. The Saxons’ merchant-artisan population determined their towns’ appearance. It seems logical that for Armenians, engaged in similar occupations, that Saxon settlements would provide a direct model. 
In the early 1700s, however, the evolving town gained a new model as well: the planned, residentiary Baroque town. Gherla’s first surviving plan depicts the outlines of an episcopal seat.
  The Episcopal center and seat remained an historical utopia.
 The fortification plans also remained on paper only, though modern bastions would have given the town a serious role in military matters. However, these were not built, so the actual town layout followed the pattern of the Saxon town’s closed main square instead.
Finally, it is important to highlight the fact that the Armenian town of Gherla did not establish any structural connection with the castle on the treasury demesne or its settlement below.
 In the 17th century, a highly disorganized organic village emerged below the castle with rambling streets and consisting of sets
. A print 
from 1687 shows the castle surrounded  by houses arranged in a semicircle.
 In the early 18th century, the possibility  arose that the newly founded Romanian Greek Catholic bishopry would build a site below the castle.
 However, as this did not happen, this section eventually merged with the Armenian town in the following century, though nothing was done to correct the rambling streets. Nevertheless, a sharp difference remained between the Armenian town and non-Armenian village located below the castle.
4. 2. The Early Era: the Town’s Foundation
 
As previously mentioned, the original plans of the Armenian town featured a bishop's palace. The lengthy main square, following the Baroque principles, would have foregrounded this main architectural motif.
 Later, however, bourgeois interests took priority, affecting the main square’s structure. The longitudinal square became a closed marketplace, and relatively uniform residential houses enclosed the space.
The bishop's seat (Kirchhof) was originally to emerge behind the present-day church. However, after the bishopry  was aborted, the town’s construction designs changed. The main square (fairgrounds) was much more spacious than today, the town hall was built as the focal point, and the construction of residential townhouses also began. Initially, wood was used, but after the 1728 fire, solid building materials gradually took over.
 According to the town's monographer, the aforementioned Kristóf Szongott, the Armenians adopted the local tripartite house model, which was later extended into one and half bays by doubling the front and back rooms. In urban development, the three-bayed layout was not yet a general practice in the surrounding 18th-century vernacular house construction, though it began to gain ground around this time due to other urban influences.
 The fact that Armenian houses had longitudinal floorplans did not reflect folk architecture but was a consequence of the plot system. 
Supposedly, the famous military engineer of the age, Visconti, carried out this plot allocation. Other sources claim that the town was built according to plans by Alexa, the Armenian architect from Rome.
  The sources mention two kinds of plots: one 10 meters wide for building a three-windowed house and another 20 meters wide for five-windowed houses.  The town itself was approximately 1,250X800 meters with 35 blocks, and was fortified with wall or palisade. The plot structure today suggests that the founders diverged from the strict construction rules from the start. The old town’s dimensions are much more modest, 900X400-500 meters with only 25 blocks and plots around 18 meters wide.
 It is telling that the earliest map available only planned 18 blocks. We might assume from this that beyond the proposed town core,  Gherla continued to grow organically along the edges into the 19th century. This prolonged construction period is likewise evident from the fact that until the early 1700s, according to the census, there were 150-200 houses in the town, whereas the old town has about 600 buildings today.
 
Thus, while Gherla was a planned town, it was not built all at once and therefore carries the characteristics of more organic town growth. Looking at today's cadastral maps, two clearly separated districts are evident. One is located north of the main town square and follows the regular 
part of the settlement. The other is south of the square and involves more natural lines. A stream separated these two districts until the mid-19th century. The northern part is more regular
 and lies slightly higher, and it seems logical to consider this part of town  as remnants of the foundational era
. The northern part has primacy on the town’s grid structure, and when it developed near the curve of the Someș River, its geometric form was broken. The streets in neighborhoods south of the main square already have some curves.  The cross streets were not designated uniformly in the southern district, or were built later on. Alleyways are remarkably narrow and do not follow regular engineering angles based on plot allocation. Consequently, despite Gherla’s “planned" nature, one should not underestimate the level of natural, non-regulated growth in town. The town's growth logic can be detected by the bourgeois rather than bishopric-inspired construction, resulting in a more mixed streetscape rather than a uniform plan. 
Based on the few remaining monuments in old town Gherla, we can assume that the town's Armenian founders followed first and foremost the existing
 patterns. The most beautiful example is the Solomon Church 
built at edge of the old town. It was named not after the patron saint but after a founding family. This private church had been built in the 1720s, a century before construction began on the town’s cathedral
. This was a good indicator of the weakening idea of a residentiary "episcopal town", as well as the civil town’s birth
. The church has a late Gothic layout and Gothic gate purchased in Bálványosvár, two features that indicate the Armenians’ early adoption strategies. Local masters carried out the construction based on late-Gothic coving
 techniques that were still present in the region. The origins of the gate and relocation to this church associated the Armenians with the location’s history and heritage.
 However, the Solomon Church’s identity in the mid-18th century may have been somewhat anachronistic in the rapidly modernizing townscape, which was becoming Baroque. 

4. 3. The Town's Golden Age: the Baroque Gherla
Art history and historians value Gherla’s Baroque town core. The era’s most significant monuments are the great church 
with classicist features, the Karácsonyi Palace, and the Lászlóffy House. The elaborate Baroque of Gherla is equated with the Armenians, as the diaspora represented the Catholic-majority Habsburg Empire in a traditionally and strongly Protestant micro-region. This Catholic connection was vital and Gherla’s rapid development could not have been possible without Vienna. 
 Vienna's intellectual and religious vitality and its practical alliances ensured that Baroque architecture spread beyond the western Hereditary Lands. Through its Baroque constructions, Gherla emerged as a culturally conciliatory exemplar for the region in the second half of the 18th century. 
The era’s large-scale project was the construction of the Baroque parish church
, whose foundations were laid down in 1748.
 During the five decades of its construction history, similarly to medieval cathedrals
, several building workshops collaborated. The most well-known master is József Jung from Pest, who corrected errors of the lagging construction and created the present form of the temple. Margit B. Nagy’s studies have presented the history of the church and town’s urban planning in detail, 
 therefore we will only deal with a missing component: the church’s impact on the townscape. 
The church liege was himself the town lord
, which explains the site selection. The church’s initial location was planned for the south end of the square rather than on the town’s market square. Later, the parish church was placed in the center of the square to express the fact that the church was part of the local government, and thus also constituted a civil relationship with the citizenry.
 By bringing the Church forward, the original town square was significantly shortened. In addition, the market hall on its northern side received a columned vestibule, and was expanded so far that it almost completely closed the church towards 
the square. The original, longitudinal layout of the square shrunk to tetragonal. The church stands out from the dense rows of single-storied houses, and the marketplace partly detaches from it. This duality seems reminiscent of the medieval town patterns in general proportions, even though its appearance and decoration are unmistakably Baroque. The civil town’s spatial designs were achieved with the completion of the town hall.

In Gherla, the  local government and its structures mingled with the more ornate 
Baroque
. This mingling appears, for example, on gable-topped houses, which still define the image of the Armenian Old Town today. The typical Armenian house has a longitudinal layout and two spans
 with the main façade facing the street. The windows and doors received rich Baroque ornamentation. Spacious vaulted cellars and massive lofted attics were likewise incorporated into the building, the latter further emphasizing the gables. Further peculiarities include the extremely varied coving 
methods for each room, as well as typically a large, covered gate.

House surveys suggest that this type of house occurred as a finished and sealed form in town. According to Virgil Pop, Gherla’s equivalence of the Baroque palace is the one-storied mansion. Plot conditions turned the building’s axis of symmetry ninety degrees, which explains the similarity of form with traditional houses built on the plot borders. Pop's view is remarkable, and undisputable in the cases of both the Karácsonyi Palace with its added story and the Lászlóffy House. His additional conclusion is less obvious statement, claiming that the single-span tripartite houses were possibly derived from the reduction of the double span house. The author himself refers to the tripartite houses and center gate when he discusses the relations with folk architecture. 
 
The long house plans, based on plot shapes, are present beyond Transylvania in the entire Pannonian region and even in Lower Austria and Southern Bohemia.
 However, the tripartite farmhouse in the Transylvanian region, especially in Gherla’s immediate vicinity, was not yet a general form in the 18th century.
 Therefore, Gherla’s longitudinal house type cannot be automatically ascribed to folk origins.  Tripartite longitudinal space structures were known in the Middle Ages, if not in villages than in larger towns, and varieties among them developed, including the "L" shaped layout and the shape consisting two parallel blocks. Presumably, contrary to the double span houses, the long-houses are not (only) a reduction of palace architecture, but also representatives of a spatial structure that originated from the plot form, which emerged in towns and later became general in villages in the 19th and 20th centuries.  It would be difficult to make a clear distinction between these two influences, the palace architecture and residential townhouses. One is a strongly upwardly-looking at the aristocracy, while the other focuses on neighboring towns of similar socio-economic conditions. The two strategies could certainly exist side by side, as the form and the floorplan of the house absorbed many external factors. 
The mixture of Baroque palace architecture and regional patterns can be detected at several levels. It is probably the most difficult in the layout plans, because the longitudinal plot already limited the normal proportions of aristocratic palaces. However, house façades provided more leeway to apply palatial designs. The Baroque impact is clear from window and door frame constructions, occasional balconies, the vaulted interiors, and the court arcade. The Baroque did not completely dominate house façades. The impact 
of regional urban house developments could be restricted by the floorplans. The sloping, hipped roof, the sculpture niche placed in the gable, and the closed gate all urban houses a typical look. As the Saxons were most influential in Transylvania’s urban architecture at the time, understandably, similar forms occur in many Saxon towns.
 Placing Gherla in a broader historical context, we can say that the medieval colonial town and house shape came as adoptions – albeit anachronistic during the Baroque era - of local architectural designs.   

4. 4. The Eclectic Town 
From the early 19th century, the town's growth potential was exhausted. The Armenians’ emancipation 
eliminated the feudal constraints that had incidentally held the town's population together. Wealthier families bought land and settled down on their new estates. Some merchants moved to nearby big towns. Development stalled as indicated by the lack of contemporary classicist or romantic construction projects or buildings in town
. Stylistic trends of the 1800s were delayed by the relative youth of the building stock from the previous century, which did not yet require modernizing. The word “provincialism” best describes the hundred-year period starting in 1800s, in particular, the last three or four decades. Provincialism appeared as a frontrunner to the vernacular architecture and eclectic town modernization of the late 19th century. As previously mentioned, in the original plans for Gherla, the parallel streets were as important as the town's structural position. The town center was situated on the main square, and street segments all led to this square. In the following century, however, streets became highly differentiated and the structure of the main square has become a main street instead. 
On the other hand, the town's fourth longitudinal street, today's Strada Cloşca and Strada Crisandoes, do not fit into existing patterns. It is already revealing that this axis is not joined and that the street segments north and south of the Solomon Church are markedly distinct from each other. The first military survey does not show this section as an integral part of the town, and instead depicts a village-like zone. This street, just like the other village-like town streets (Kandia), experienced devastating fires regularly in the early 1800s. This suggests the presence of flammable building materials (straw, reed and wood).
 The plot sizes are smaller here than in the Armenian town’s core and the street scene is more rustic. The houses are smaller, mainly single span, without Baroque embellishments. This street's character is no longer reminiscent of Vienna’s example, but rather that of Kandia, Gherla’s local municipal sector below the castle.
During the 19th century, the Armenian town core merged with Kandia, which made Gherla generally more rural. The southern districts in the Armenian district facing Kandia have plots that follow the village’s layout rather than the town’s geometric design. Today’s Strada Armenească and Strada Mihai Viteazu have a streetscape that gradually becomes poorer as one goes north. This socio-economic transformation reveals trends in the 19th century, when vernacular architectural traditions penetrated the town. Today the large number of eclectic façades demonstrate the waning influence that the Baroque town had on these streets, as the logic of late folk architecture prevailed. 
In the 19th century, the rural settlement of Kandia, located below the castle, increasingly influenced the appearance of the Armenian settlement, so much so that a new axis was even created along today’s 1  Decembrie and   Strada Bobâlna streets. This axis eventually became a high street connecting the Armenian town with Kandia. The beginning date of the main street construction was 1838, when the highway running along the other side of the Someș River led across the river and further into the town.
  As today’s 1 Decembrie and Strada Bobalna became the main street, Gherla’s restrictions, typical of Saxon towns, gradually dissolved. The main square began to gradually take on the feature of a main street typically found in agrarian-dominated market towns. All of this led to the decisive transformation in the final decades of the 19th century, when Gherla’s townscape was integrated into the style of the turn-of-the-century’s flourishing, small-town Hungarian Eclectism.
Therefore, we should draw attention to two symbolic constructs: the Main Grammar School and the Hussars’ barracks - built between Kandia and the Armenian town.
 These buildings manifested a new era in their style and proportions, significantly contributing to the transformation of the city’s outlines. They symbolize the social change as local communities tried to join the national institution system
. The Main Grammar School was built in 1898 on the site of the livestock market, relatively far from the 18th-century town center. It is quite striking by today's standard as the famous architect Ignác Alpár designed the building in the "Greek style”.
  The Main Grammar School extended along the main street to the north, eventually closing it, while the Barracks did the same to the south. The two huge building blocks also dictated new boundaries along which the center transformed. 

The main street eventually incorporated the Baroque main square. The town hall, previously on this square, was not rebuilt after an earthquake destroyed it at the end of the 19th century.
 Meanwhile, the square lost much of its main functions, such as hosting trade fairs and the marketplace, when permanent stores began to take over the role of fairs at the end of the 19th century.
 A new, spatial-kinetic feature typical of large towns also began to take root: walking. An extensive landscaped promenade built on the bank of the Someș opened directly into the main square, and over time it occupied the whole space in front of the church.
 The development of the square’s usage from market place to promenade is well documented on postcards from the 19th to 20th centuries. 
The most distinctive memories of the townscape from the turn of the century recall the eclectic buildings that moved from plot to plot, pushing out traditional, single-storied Armenian houses. The northern and eastern rows of houses were completely rebuilt
, but to the west, the overall picture of the Baroque and Eclecticism can still be seen changing from plot to plot. The result of property redevelopment by plot, the eclectic Gherla carried on the former town scale
.  We cannot find broadly spreading monumental works comparable to the Barracks or the Grammar School in the Armenian town's core area. The eclectic buildings follow the original plot allocation, which seemed increasingly modest in size by the end of the 19th century. The street scene 
has 18th-century proportions
, but with decoration from the late 19th and early 20th centuries. It partly repeats the Baroque Gherla’s specific duality characterized by prestigious ornateness applied on a more modest scale. 

The emerging main street had one unique feature, the Greek Catholic cathedral founded by Romanians
. Emperor Franz Josef had founded the Greek Catholic diocese which moved to Gherla in 1853.
 Initially, the Greek Catholic bishopry adapted to the town: former civil buildings accommodated their residence and seminary. By the turn of the century, however, they endeavored to influence the townscape. Next to the grammar school their cathedral was built with a Byzantine exterior.
 The Greek Catholic bishopric did not remain in town for long, later moving to Cluj
. 
 
The contemporary Armenology literature barely discusses the Romanians’  presence in town. Intellectuals organized around the "Armenia Journal
 "
 instead sought to emphasize the Hungarian-Armenian nature of the town
. By today's standards, the Armenism movement undervalued the town’s Baroque heritage to a surprising degree. Except for the churches and some outstanding urban palaces, they did not ascribe much importance to the single-storied buildings of the old town. Instead, the emerging Hungarian heritage protection defined the parameters of what was considered valuable, mostly before 1715, which the Gherla Baroque did not belong to.
 The first works on architectural history dealt with the Renaissance features that appeared around town.
 Armenism’s main theorist, Kristóf Szongott, cited a historical source in his work, "Gherla in word and image" referring to the 18th-century town's beauty, though it did not aim to confront modern residents in the town with the values of the settlementscape heritage (Szongott
 1893:  20). He aimed to create modern citizens who were proud of their historical past but also had a progressive and innovative spirit. He did not believe that the town had to adhere to the past aesthetically, but should assimilate fully into the contemporary spirit. With the greatest enthusiasm, he described in great detail the recently opened public garden.
 Szongott’s mentality reflected the general zeitgeist, and it indicated that the “Baroque” Gherla is not quite a self-evident label but was the result of the cultural preservation work in the 1970s. 
5. THE CHANGING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE TOWN AND ITS REGION

5. 1. The Role of Landscape and Cultural Landscape in the Town’s Formation
 
Architecture is inseparable from the region it is created in.
 Until the dominance of 20th-century ferroconcrete technologies, towns were literally built up from the earth that they were founded on: using its stones, and drying or firing its clay for bricks, or producing building materials from its forests. However, if the historical town is compared to the village, the separation from the land seems to be its most prominent feature: it was surrounded with walls, its residents dealt with handicrafts or traded, so there was no daily relationship with the land, the streets were paved, and the hydrological conditions were radically changed.
 In the early period of settlement, this proximity to the land influenced Armenian architectural decisions in four patterns. 
First of all, Armenian towns early in their development had a close relationship with the land. This explains their quick settlement and architectural adaption – one of function and practicality. Differences in land and environment explain the relatively large differences in the colonies’ architectural choices. 
Secondly, however, the relative proximity to the land did lead to some common architectural features. Armenians - at least initially - had similar occupational markers in all four locations: merchants and artisans, mainly leather tanners. Accordingly, their architecture reflects the plot usage, independent of agricultural needs, such as the demand for cellar to attic storage.   
A third aspect is the common confines to new settlements in 17th-century Transylvania, which could only be established within existing feudal frameworks. This constraint caused new Armenian towns to be located in less than optimal locations, but rather in places where they could agree with the landlords
. 

Finally, while trivial, we must not forget that architecture is immobile. The environment determines architecture more than any single cultural attribute. The materials used to construct buildings are permanent in every physical sense of the word.
 The language, customs, and habits passed on in the family accompanied migrant population for centuries, as do elements of material cultural, such as images or sacred songbooks. The Armenians serve as an excellent example of this, as the Armenian Apostolic Church’s admiration of saints and their tales was still a vibrant and lively tradition in 17th-century Transylvania, even after centuries of wandering.
  This tradition is clear in the religious artwork created in the 18th century, when altars erected in honor St. Gregory displayed oriental symbolism in their iconography.
  The landscape, on the other hand, transformed their architectural traditions, as different climates and geographies produced new materials (or lacked traditional materials) for art and architecture. 

The landscape may no
t determine architecture and town architecture. The natural environment offers a variety of building materials. What is used depends on the population’s habits and knowledge. In Transylvania, the Armenians settled into two fundamental cultural regions. One is Saxon territory, the other, Szekler. Both regions have medieval origins established as autonomous regions for defense. Their architectural traditions are markedly different
, though this is less a result of the lands’ natural conditions than of the different social customs. Although there was plenty of stone and wood for construction in each location, Saxons used stone even in the late Middle Ages, while the Szeklers used mostly wood until the end of the 19th century, even in their towns. The persistence of wood usage can be explained by the Szeklers’ craftsmanship knowledge and forest societies
, the readily available wood, and the low density of urbanization.
 
In the 18th century, the Armenian colonies adapted to local traditions in both territories, especially as there were hardly any stonemasons, masons, or carpenters among the Armenian craftsmen. From their early settlements, the Armenian colonies were forced to hire craftsmen from outside their circle. 
 

The relationship between land and society is rooted deeper than the building materials and craftsmanship knowledge: namely in the colonies’ choice of location. Armenians brought with them their reliance and knowledge of trading. Trade networks usually form in border zones such as along political-territorial or geographical boundaries.
 Authors uniformly point out that the Armenians first appeared at the gates 
of the Carpathian Mountains. In the 17th century, in addition to the four center under analysis, diasporas lived in Târgu Secuiesc (Kanta), Bistriţa, Gurghiu, and Petele in the immediate vicinity of Reghin. Armenians likely also appeared in Brasov and Sibiu, although the Balkan trade in these two towns was often in the hands of the Greek, Romanian, and Bulgarian merchants.
 As these sites demonstrate, Armenians tried to integrate into existing trade networks in Poland, Bukovina, and Moldavia. Saxon towns, especially at Brasov, Sibiu, Cluj and Bistrița
, controlled the most significant routes into Transylvania.
 
Other routes led through Szekler Land
, although here it was not the absence of settlements, but rather the region’s village-like nature, which left room for new commercial groups to establish themselves. Consequently, while Dumbrăveni and Gherla already competed with Saxon towns upon their foundation, the two colonies in the Szekler Land
 both had relatively favorable geographic positions.
 
Frumoasa and Gheorgheni are located in the immediate foreground of a high mountain pass. In the 18th century, commercial traffic moved through such passes between Moldavia and Transylvania. 
"in the past, the road leading to the Ghimeș Pass used the mountain ridges and was a dangerous road, where passengers often froze, were chased by hungry wolves;  there are still horror tales about that vicious road. "

„far above Gheorgheni market town there is Piricske pass or gateway (which might be named after St. Ladislaus’ daughter, Piriskó), where one can only travel on saddled horses in order to trade with Moldavia."

Due to the dangerous mountain road conditions, merchant caravans needed a site where they could prepare for the undertaking or rest a few days in case of bad weather. The Armenian settlement at Frumoasa in the 17th century must have been such a temporary accommodation, consisting of makeshift houses along the road leading out to the passes. Later, this accommodation was transformed into a permanent colony, and then into the Armenians’ street
. 
However, trade alone through these passes could not have sustained a larger settlement. The town required another natural resource: the relative abundance of land. The territory in the Szekler Lands
 perfectly suited the needs of the Armenians. The Carpathian region bordering the Szekler Land 
was sparsely populated. One reason was the inclement weather. The more important reason was its status as a frontier zone, where the establishment of villages was restricted for centuries. Logic dictated that if attacking armies did not encounter populated villages in the first days of an invasion, they would be deprived of food.
 Both Gheorgheni and Frumoasa had huge expanses of land at their disposal (80,000 and 30,000 acres respectively): an area that within the country’s interior, which could fit seven or eight medium-sized villages.
 This underpinned Armenian trade, which was based on beef and processed leather goods, both of which required access to extensive pastures. Unsurprisingly, documents from the 17th and 18th-century  Armenian colonies included countless grazing lease agreements.
 Unfortunately, in the 18th century, Armenians encountered a serious problem: they were unable to convert leases into permanent landholding. 
The situation was quite different in the towns of Dumbrăveni and Gherla. Both had sparse land; in 1910, the former had 3,000 acres while the latter 1,500. This could not satisfy the towns’ basis agricultural needs, even if the towns were even smaller in the 18th century. Land purchased from the Treasury was only a little more extensive than what the buildings occupied. Although Armenians tried to lease new land, they were not as successful as those in the Szekler Land. In Gherla, for example, after the land lease right had expired in the surrounding villages in 1829, the town went to court with the Treasury to claim land as its rightful possession.
 Gherla and Dumbrăveni (“Ebesfalva”) 
attracted Armenians not because of abundant land or favorable geographical conditions, but thanks to the inclusive, royal policies of the 1600s. These towns formed from previous royal demesnes in an emergency situation,
 without major geographical energy 
and, if there was any, they gained it at the expense of the nearby towns (Dej, Cluj, Bistrița, Sighișoara, Medias). But what was a disadvantage on the one hand, appeared as advantage on the other hand. Both places had relatively favorable climate where even viticulture was established. Although neither settlement became a renowned wine region, grape cultivation significantly contributed to the development of the towns’ buildings, including the spread of vaulted cellars. Through viticulture, a social pattern was established mirroring the ethos of both 18th-century Hungarian nobility and small-towns.
  Before the appearance of the modern, civil meeting places, such as clubs, coffee houses, associations, marketplaces, and the church
, orchards and vineyards were the main venues for socializing.
 While initially disadvantageous, even the shortage of wood, typical of royal demesnes, eventually benefited the town as it forced the builders to use concrete and more durable materials. 
After the colonies’ 18th-century foundation, the early 19th-century transformations fundamentally changed their situation. A decline in beef trade led pastures to lose their strategic importance. The Szekler Land
 colonies’ geographical advantage disappeared as the Moldavian trade declined. Within the Habsburg Empire, it was mainly replaced by dominant trade relations with Transylvania, the Hungarian Kingdom, and the Banat. The easy access to Carpathian mountain passes was less important than the wide river valleys, through which Transylvania gained access to the Hungarian Great Plain. Highways ran along the Someș, Târnava, and Mureș Rivers. These river valley routes served as the backbone of medieval town networks.
  However, until the Armenians integrated into Transylvanian society, these commercial opportunities were blocked to them. Therefore, for over a century, they could only settle where the local, feudal parties did not have serious interests: the eastern trade. Finally, as Armenians became active participants in Transylvanian feudal society, the west gates were opened to them. River valleys replaced mountain passes as the important commercial paths within the Carpathian Basin.  
5. 2. The Colonies’ Location in the Town’s Network Until the Mid-19th
 Century
One of the key elements of the Armenian colonies’ success was the roughness and porosity 
of Transylvanian town network. 18th-century absolute monarchs sought to evenly fill the space it occupied, maintaining a permanent administration, army, and operating cross-regional commercial mechanisms.
 Entering the early modern period, the medieval town network was hardly satisfactory for this purpose, and even less so in Transylvania. Towns in Transylvania were concentrated in the south and were inhabited by Saxons.
 As part of the transformation of the 18th and 19th-century town network, the Habsburgs and others in the regional supported the founding and development of medium-sized and small towns in northern Transylvania and the Szekler Land 
where towns had previously been lacking.
 Armenian settlements were part of these efforts. Gherla and Gheorgheni had an extremely spectacular development at different times, Dumbrăveni had an ambivalent urbanization, and Frumoasa was unable to support urbanizing trends at all. 
Gábor Sonkoly’s book presents the 18th and 19th-century Transylvanian town network, and interprets their development through the lens of European urban history.
 Two other authors, Edward Whiting Foxe and Bernard Lepetit, also theorize about these Armenian towns.
 Fox divides urban development into two basic types according to the nature of commerce, whether the city engaged in long-distance or local trade. Fox argues that towns specializing in long distance commerce had no important hinterlands
. Commercial connections therefore tended to supersede the surrounding countryside. These cities had significant autonomy from landlords’ 
power, they had an independent right of litigation, and they formed inter-city alliances like the Hanseatic League and towns along the Levant trade. Towns relying on local trade, on the other hand, tended to be administrative centers for the surrounding countryside. They had significant agricultural hinterlands, managed the surrounding countryside, and their urban bourgeoisie was more stringently subjected to the monarchy. The residential town is a typical example. 
According to a similar logic, Lepetit categorized these cities as one of three types: administrative, continental and network, and offshore models
. The appellation suggests that the administrative and continental models were mainly a typical form for the lands
, and regions with homogeneous potentials
. The administrative type corresponds with Hungary’s life niche geography.
 Life niche refers to a region with pronounced morphologic borders, which mean it is usually surrounded by mountains or watery areas that are difficult to pass, and homogeneous natural conditions
. Tribal seats were established in these life niche regions, which then developed into landlords’ 
seats when the county system of administration emerged in the 10th to 13th centuries.
 Characteristically, administrations were urbanized, frequently organizing around castles (e.g. Cluj-Napoca) or gradually migrating to nearby merchant towns according to specific network principles. According to Lepetit’s theory, merchant towns organized in networks if they were specialized in long distance commerce conglomerated along coastal areas. In the different geographical regions, such as at the junction of mountains and plains or even along political boundaries, a special "coastal" character can develop. The Hungarian geographical literature describes this as the “market line,” and this phenomenon was responsible for the row of settlements at Gyöngyös, Eger, Miskolc in Upper Hungary, and Satu Mare, Oradea, and Arad between Transylvania and the Great Hungarian Plain.
  Medieval Transylvania's most important town network organization was the seven Saxon towns of Brasov, Sibiu, Cluj, Sebeș, Sighisoara, Medias, and Bistrita
. Urbanization arose along the natural boundary of the Carpathians as well as a border defense function.
 At the beginning of the 18th century, double settlement structures in Transylvania developed side by side. The aforementioned Saxon Land had the dominant model of networked towns, complemented by administrative tasks, to support their long-distance commerce. Meanwhile, the central and eastern regions of Transylvania lacked towns. As an urbanizing factor, commerce was bound to royal and manorial demesnes, which naturally developed into towns.
 Numerous central sites in Transylvania included manorial castles in the early 1700s. The manorial sites usually had a fortified castle or a castle surrounded by a ring of villages. Such princely centers include Szamosújvár (the future site of Gherla) and Ebesfalva (the future Dumbrăveni).
The colonies’ situation in the Szekler Land 
was entirely different. A Szekler feudal society had communal autonomy and thus successfully opposed full feudalization. Their village network therefore remained dispersed and manorial centers failed to subdue the surrounding villages.
 As a result, no towns of any consequence emerged.
 In the 18th century, settlements large enough to be considered a "town" were essentially only larger rural groups. Gheorgheni emerged at an intersection
, while the nearby pilgrimage site of Șumuleu Ciuc elevated the town Miercurea Ciuc from the local villages.
 The founding of Miercurea Ciuc as a village conglomerate took the vitality from Frumoasa’s urban development. The latter lay too close to Miercurea Ciuc to become an independent market center but too far to join the conglomerate.
In the 18th and 19th-century Szekler Land
, urbanization was strong due to the region’s historical lack of towns and potential for greater development, supported by central authorities in Vienna.
 Examining the Armenian colonies in this earlier period, all towns, with the exception of Dumbrăveni, were situated in less urbanized regions. After absolutist powers in Vienna aimed to minimize these regional differences, providing significant support to build up rural areas. Through this imperial support, Armenians’ long-distance commercial relations added to their economic progress, and they gained a strong foothold in the administratively organized town network. Frumoasa was the exception and was unable to convert its vibrant long-distance commercial capital into any form of vital town network connection. Despite the urbanization of most other towns, the transformation from merchant to administrative town  was not smooth for Dumbrăveni or Gherla. 

Until the early 19th century, when long-distance commerce remained crucial, Gherla undoubtedly attained the most spectacular development despite not having an obviously advantageous location. The town’s historical predecessor - the Someș Castle - guarded the highway along the Someș River and gave the location a certain strategic value. Some ten kilometers to the north, in Dej, provided a historical model as its urbanization developed earlier. Dej was a small town connecting Cluj and Bistrita
 and it possessed rich salt mines.
 
In the first century after its founding by Armenians, Gherla’s 
economy was virtually independent from the surrounding area and instead focused on long-distance commerce. Therefore, its town network partners in the 1700s were not cities like nearby Dej of similar size, but more distant, commercial cities such as Cluj, Sibiu, Brasov or Beszterce
. Finally, in the first decades of the 19th century, Gherla was gradually integrated into the region's medium-sized town network. Because its region, Dăbâca County, lacked many towns, over time Gherla beat out the well-established market town of Sic to become the county’s administrative and commercial center (Sonkoly 2003:  168)
.
  
Within the town network, its absorption into local markets differentiated Gherla from Dumbrăveni, which had otherwise taken a similar path in many ways. Dumbrăveni was likewise established as a remote trading post at the turn of the 17th and 18th centuries. Like Gherla, it acquired free royal town rank despite protests from the local feudal elite.
 Both towns managed to become independent from their immediate surroundings
.
 This strategy brought Dumbrăveni successs, as long as long-distance commerce channels worked, but these closed in the first decades of the 19th century. Independence transformed into isolation. Even at its beginning, however, Dumbrăveni had a more difficult situation than Gherla. While the latter only faced competition from nearby Dej, Dumbrăveni was wedged between two powerful towns - Sighișoara and Medias - in the middle of the Saxon Land.  This situation was further aggravated as the Apafi demesne itself, where the colony was located, was a foreign body, an enclave wedged into the Saxon Land’s autonomous territory. Dumbrăveni’s feudal development enhanced this distinction, receiving free rights as a Hungarian town. While this situation affected the town to some extent, the central administration’s interventions rather than these local commercial relations had a large influence on the town’s urbanization. The construction of the Hussars’ barracks in 1840 was a milestone in this journey. 
 In the following five decades, Dumbrăveni’s urban vitality grew thanks to central support, first from Vienna then Budapest, which caused  a disproportionate representation of official, bureaucratic classes in town. 
The two types of urbanization paths - Gherla’s integration from the long-distance trade into the local trade and Dumbrăveni’s long-distance trade to administrative center – are mirrored in each location’s townscape as well. In the former site, a typical Transylvanian townscape 
began to emerge by the second half of the 19th century, expressed concisely in the downtown’s concentration of churches of different denominations. On the other hand, Dumbrăveni’s ethnic divisions extended into the bourgeois 
era after 1848 as well. From a similar start, the two towns nevertheless diverged in their development. The common basis, however, led Armenians to create towns at important, but not necessarily central, points in settlement network.  
Gheorgheni presents a somewhat different path. At the beginning of the 18th century, it was densely populated and possessed market privileges. 
"Gheorgheni, by the 1607 Act of commercial privileges, became one of the most important commercial hubs throughout Eastern Transylvania, and not just of the local Depresiunea Giurgeului Basin. The toll of “Pricske
” emerged at this time, which also influenced trade between Transylvania and Moldavia. " 
 
Architecturally, in its early period, Gheorgheni was little more than a village, was large enough to provide a framework for urbanization in the next two centuries. The two royal demesne centers 
could only overcome their village status with Armenian. In Gheorgheni, they acted as foreign traders and craftsmen and accelerated the urbanization that had begun before them
. Gheorgheni functioned as the center of the local region and geographical life niche, the Depresiunea Giurgeului Basin.
 However, its regional dominance was not guaranteed. In the 15th and 16th centuries, the adjacent Lăzarea appeared more important to the region. However, when the militaristic Szekler society successfully evaded complete subjection under serfdom, Gheorgheni maintained partial local governance. As a result, it became more attractive for the Szeklers than Lăzarea, a more residential town.

 In every respect, Gheorgheni blends into the surrounding villages of the region. In the 14th century, Gheorgheni migrants founded several independent villages such as Strâmbă, Chileni, and Voșlăbeni.
 Smaller and larger villages surround the town in a semicircle with the Carpathians behind it. The town itself was formed after village-like settlements grew together. The Depresiunea Giurgeului Basin has clear boundaries and a uniform folk culture (see TARISZNYÁS 1982)
. Thanks to the deep rural embedding of the town, the Armenians’ initial assimilation and even the later 19th-century economic downturn did not spectacularly affect the town's position. The population increased steadily. At the end of the 18th century, 3,500 people lived in the town, which grew by 2,000 people in the next fifty years.
 Demographic reasons explain this growth, seen in the surrounding villages, which developed at a similar rate over the same period.
 However, the town's spectacular surge in population was not accompanied by a condensation of urban functions. The catchment area of Gheorgheni’s market did not exceed the boundaries of the regional niche significantly. The Szekler Land’s 
major market centers, which reached beyond the immediate environment in the early 19th century, were nevertheless not found in the Carpathian Mountains’ series of basins. Instead these centers extended west, in the Mureș and the Târnava valleys, Târgu Mureș, and to a lesser extent to Odorheiu Secuiesc.
 

 In addition to trade, industry and administrative growth strongly influenced urbanization. In the early 19th century, the spread of wool caused the leather industry's decline, hitting the tanneries of Gheorgheni hard.
 The town held no position in the local administrative structure, and the 1876 administrative reform act sealed this fate when it nominated Miercurea Ciuc to be the seat of Ciuc County. So, while the population dramatically increased, urbanization remained modest. In 1857, only one in five people's livelihood was bound to non-agricultural occupations
.

Frumoasa’s initial position in the settlement network, while geographical closest to Gheorgheni, resembles to that of the two free royal cities. The Armenian colony should have developed from a village into an urban place. However, while it was possible to purchase land on the treasury demesnes, by contrast, the Armenians in the Szekler Land 
could only establish trading alliances without the benefit of territorial autonomy. As a result of these commercial pursuits, in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa the "Mercantile Forum" functioned as a court and focused mainly on trade disputes. It could not substitute for the entire spectrum of local governance (Tarisznyás 1983:  218)
. This explains why the settlement network position of the colonies in the Szekler Lan
d was essentially equal to the position of the host settlement
. Neither the geographical location nor the historical traditions predestined Frumoasa for a town role. However, one might wonder why the Armenians of the Ciuc Basin did not settle down in a larger urban area? Presumably, because there was no clear center like the Gyergyó Basin in the Ciuc “life niche” until the 17th to 18th centuries. Miercurea Ciuc is a typical example of a town emerging from villages, which took on greater momentum at the turn of the 20th century. Tellingly, the town core which hosted the market has given the name to the town, Miercurea Ciuc. This was the actual predecessor of the town, which was not created spontaneously but by royal decree during the late 15th century: 
"Miercurea Ciuc initially needed to fill the central market role in Csíkszék (Ciuc Seat) in a small area of first 144 then 200 acres. At the beginning of the 15th century, high command meagerly cut out this small area from the territory of the adjacent Jigodin  and Toplița Ciuc villages."

The town’s narrow territory limited greater development over the centuries. Therefore, a significant part of its urban functions were dispersed among the surrounding villages. This dispersed settlement network did not offer a site of exclusive, centralized power which attracted the Armenians to other regions. 
In the second half of the 19th century, fundamental changes took place in the life of Transylvania. One of the main objectives of the 1848/49 Revolution and War of Independence was to unite the Kingdom of Hungary and Transylvania, which the contemporary Hungarian elite believed was legitimated by the Hungarian crown and nationalist design.
  After the 1867 Austro-Hungarian Compromise with the imperial authorities in Vienna, Transylvania fell under Hungarian administration. Budapest rather than Vienna was the new central power guiding Transylvanian affairs.
  As described in Pál Beluszky and Róbert Győri’s works, the Hungarian state tried to impose administrative homogeneity on its new territory, delegating town and counties’ areas of administrative and managerial functions (e.g. schools, courts, and gendarmerie). While earlier merchant town logic had brought about dense town lines in geographically favorable locations along market lines, coastal areas, or border areas, the political-national administration continued the administrative logic and tradition of absolutism, requiring more evenly dispersed regional power centers. The central powers in Budapest therefore strengthened urban centers in areas lacking towns.
 The half century between 1867-1920 established national frameworks. In Transylvania, the radical transformation of urban planning coincided with the first industrial modernization linked to the wave of railway constructions. The next section will discuss Armenian colonies in this network position and the subsequent changes with these new developments.
 

 First of all, Transylvania within the Hungarian Kingdom was rather a peripheral macro-region  at the end of the 19th century. During the dualist Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, the center of modernization was clearly Budapest, and the distance from the capital was an inherent disadvantage.
 In Transylvania, Gherla counted as an important town, yet within the national hierarchy, it barely reached the top one hundred towns in 1910. It was simply a medium-sized town with incomplete function. Gheorgheni lagged behind that, and Dumbrăveni belonged among the small towns, even after becoming the seat of Kis-Küküllő (Târnava) County in the Act of 1876. Considering the fact that before the establishment of the civil administration in 1876, Gherla and Dumbrăveni were free royal towns legally belonging among the elite in the municipal hierarchy, it represented a prominent loss of position.
  
In the 19th-century, the importance decreased in Hungary of towns reliant on classic, long-distance commerce. Their role was taken over by administrative centers that were connected simultaneously to the center of the country (Budapest) and to the surrounding villages. Thus, the new model for an ideal town was one that played an intermediary role between the center’s push for modernization and the villages’ need for it. A region with strikingly high poverty in its villages, sooner or later affected the status of the medium-sized towns. Indeed, the towns of Armenian colonies typically lay in poor, rural areas, which eventually had negative repercussions for these towns’ development: 
“Poverty and backwardness welcome us in the villages, and the people live hundreds of years behind the general public of Western Europe (...) in closed communities (...), which faithfully exemplifies the endowments 
of Gherla‘s environment.“

The economic boom (...) hardly had an impact or any blessing on the Szeklers’ life. The biggest troubles, the most important causes of which have not even been approached, severely limit its effect.“

Armenian colonies’ towns had another peculiarity within the general tendencies
. In the 18th century, the commercial-industrial functions  predominant drove urbanization, but by the end of the 19th century, the state-administrative functions came to the fore. Until the early-middle 19th century,  Armenians were excluded from public administration and were therefore compelled to engage in commerce. After their integration
, more and more administrative functions were ceded to their towns. Gherla was the seat of Dăbâca County until 1876, and in the same year Dumbrăveni acquired governance over the newly organized Kis-Küküllő County. The official bureaucracy became the most populous civil element in town, particularly in Dumbrăveni.
 The typical buildings of the Armenian towns in this era were not factories indicative of industrialization, but offices, courts, jails, barracks, and grammar schools. Of course, this was not only characteristic of Armenian towns, but countless others of various size, linked to the central administration’s investments which prioritized these features over commercial or industrial achievements.
 The Armenian characteristics were evident in the transformation and speed with which commercial towns became administrative ones. The transformation was perhaps the most seamless in Gheorgheni, where long-distance commerce had not been dominant beforehand and no disproportionately large bureaucracy emerged during the 19th century. 
In addition to building up the state apparatus, urbanization processes also drove railways and booming industrialization. Dumbrăveni was the first Armenian town to be connected to the rail network in 1872, and Gherla followed in 1881.
   Ironically, the railway did not bring an industrial boom but quite the opposite to these two towns. The railway industrialized some centers, while they suppressed the smaller, less competitive industrial initiatives in the periphery.
 This was a problem for Armenian towns, because their  foundation in the 18th century had specifically avoided hubs in the town network and were located in peripheral regions where they were accepted. Due to Budapest’s administrative reform in the 19th century, towns like Dumbrăveni and Gherla suffered because larger towns nearby drew capital away from them. Nevertheless, although 19th-century urbanization brought about significant changes for Armenian towns, the hierarchical relations at the regional level were left intact. 
A deeper review of each colony’s position will illustrate this further. Gherla’s main competitor in the late 19th century was Dej. Unlike Gherla, the latter was an important historical town. When Szolnok and Dăbâca Counties were merged in 1876, Dej rather than Gherla became the administrative seat. Its geographic and economic situation made this possible. At the end of the 19th century, Gherla only had one small textile factory, whereas Dej hosted a mining company that employed about 250 people and had several smaller plants.
 Centralization dominated Doboka-Szolnok County’ spatial development, weakening Gherla’s position.
	Gherla
(Manpower number)
	Dej 
	Gheorgheni 
	(Ciuc) County

	ice plant (2), oil factory (2) textile factory (12) 
	mine (250), curtain factory (31), petroleum (15) steam mill ( 18) paper mill (8)
	crate plant (91), sawmills 6 (187)

distillery (closed)
	industry (2499)

wood industry whereof (2475)

75 plants, 69 wood industry whereof


Meanwhile, more extensive industrial development spread throughout the Szekler Land
, based almost entirely on lumber and forestry industry. Within Ciuc County, Gheorgheni was subordinated to the administration at Miercurea Ciuc, as Gherla was to Dej. However, Gheorgheni’s economic performance was more powerful thanks to its geography. The basins in the Szekler Land 
were more separate from each other, providing the local, district-level centers with clearer boundaries and functions. Although the railway reached Gheorgheni extremely late (1907) due to its more isolated geography, the rails did not cause capital to disappear but rather spurred levels of urbanization not previously experienced.  
Finally, Frumoasa experienced only a temporary boom during the age of railway expansion. The village had previously held a relatively good commercial position thanks to the fact that the highway running to Moldova could be reached via its Ghimeș Pass. In 1897 the railway line led this way towards Siculeni. The construction attracted prominent technical intelligentsia to the settlement, though ultimately only for a short term:
“The management of the works was conducted from the construction supervisory unit stationed in Frumoasa where there was a supervisor, a manager, a deputy and senior engineer, four engineers, assistant engineers, one intern, and two clerks.”

 Because of Frumoasa’s modest size, support for this construction brought a palpable upswing. Some years after the railway’s construction, in 1910, it became a district seat over an area that substantially covered the Ghimeș 
railway line.
 As train did not go this way, the village could hardly meet the demand.
 In 1910, the district’s 
largest village, Ghimeș-Făget, had 2,500 inhabitants  and was about twice as large as Frumoasa.
 Due to the nearby international border with Romania
, Ghimeș had greater national importance. The state authorities closely monitored construction projects and major administrative bodies emerged (Border Guard barracks, the international train station).  
Comparing the transformation of four locations at the end of 19th century and beginning of the 20th century, the relative loss of importance, particularly in industrial and commercial functions, was a common feature. Partly to address this decline, Dumbrăveni, Gherla, and Frumoasa strengthened their state administrations and re-distributional 
tasks. This was only partially a local, Armenian initiative, and instead reflects the state’s increasing intervention in local life toward the end of the 19th century. Armenian efforts were characterized  by their Hungarian affiliation, which successfully lobbied for the Hungarian state investments (e.g. grammar school, district courts). As Armenian colonies had originally been established as independent from the feudal state - some as autonomous trade centers – this new state affiliation was a sharp change in fate, which marked the townscape. Gheorgheni’s development, did follow a slightly different path, as it experienced a real economic boom in the railway era, and businesses, mostly sawmills were founded. Gheorgheni’s entrepreneurial nature seems all the sharper, as it received no county seat functions to attract government officials to the town.  
6. THE SETTLEMENT STRUCTURE
6. 1. Conquering the Center
Apparent from the previous segments, the Armenians had to adapt to Transylvania’s established settlement structures after arriving in the region. The adaptation pressure can be detected in the internal layout of the settlements themselves. Each location had its own history, which influenced and limited how Armenians adapted to a new site. Typically,  it involved building up their colonies separate from what existed before, "beyond the walls".  These walls were not always real stone walls - although the two castles on royal demesnes had ones - but were instead symbolic, social boundaries. During the 18th and 19th centuries, the Armenian colonies became new settlement centers. In Gherla and Frumoasa,  the whole settlement center shifted away from the previous village core, and in Dumbrăveni and Gheorgheni,  the most valuable inner properties gradually fell into Armenian hands. 
Possible occupations for Armenians outside the walls have been mentioned in previous chapters. In Gheorgheni and Frumoasa, early, temporary settlements likely sprang up along the roads leading into the mountain passes. Evidence for this includes the cemetery and chapel in each location, which were established separately from the settlement core, in a perpendicular street
. While the present buildings were built or styled in the mid-18th century, the allocations probably date back to the 17th century. The data indicates that after this period, Armenians received older chapels to use.
 In Gheorgheni, the chapel likely stood on the site of today's church, in Frumoasa this is more speculative. The Szekler Land 
colonies were characteristically temporary and displayed an unorganized land usage. While the royal demesnes had relatively orderly sale and purchase orders and long-term lease contracts for the designated Armenian towns parameters, the Armenians colonies failed to obtain plots in the Szekler Land
.
 This had at least three important consequences. Firstly, it provided Armenians the opportunity to move houses and locations within the settlement. Secondly, it provided movable 
building materials (see section on buildings).  Thirdly, Armenian streets were arranged according to different principles than the local population from the outset, (this was not only due to the absence of property rights, but to promote economic activity as well). 
Previously, the stream in town had driven sawing and grain mills, which constituted the two Szekler settlements’ industrial-economic backbone. 
 The stream water was important for supplying the animal stock, another reason for the settlement’s elongated, longitudinal form. The Szeklers were reluctant to cede the valuable streamside property to newcomers, though  the water was a vital part of the Armenian tanning industry. Because Armenian colonies could not settle down beside the stream, they started to build along the perpendicular high road. This street, added perpendicularly to the longitudinal structure, "led nowhere" according to the local settlement-growth principles. In typical settlement development, extensions branching from the longitudinal layout formed roads running toward adjacent villages. In Frumoasa, the Nicolești branch was such an example, forming a small square where a chapel stood the end of the 18th century. However, Armenian-developed streets did not lead to outlying villages, but towards the mountain passes.
 Only in the early 19th century do we see indication of integration as Armenians began to reside on more central plots in the settlement: 
"Frumoasa’s Armenian residents attained financial well-being by their buoyant trade. The indigenous Szekler population, who only dealt with agriculture and cattle breeding, was pushed out of the village’s main streets and market, and shuffled into the side streets."
  
The famous geographer of the 19th century
 Orbán Balázs wrote these lines in connection with Frumoasa, though the process characterized Gheorgheni as well. It was, in fact, more typical of Gheorgheni than Frumoasa. In the latter village, the Armenian Street evolved by the Armenian church and became the center of the village by the end of the 18th century. 
 Unlike Balázs’ depiction of Armenians driving out the Szeklers, the “main streets” he mentions
 might have been more peripheral, which only gradually assumed the status of center thanks to the Armenians’ economic presence. The original Szekler village likely had no clear center and according to the Szekler settlement decree it only consisted of smaller neighborhood units.
 One such unit may have been around the belfry, several hundred meters from Armenian Street. Another may have been near the chapel, which was built at the end of the 17th century and later demolished. Maps reveal that the village layout had already accommodated the Armenian colony’s core by the 19th century. Transformations leading to this point will be discussed in the next chapter. 
The phenomenon mentioned by Orbán Balázs - that the Armenians overran the center – certainly applies more accurately to Gheorgheni’s early development. Initially, the Armenians’ street may have run on the highway close to the parish, where a museum stands at present. According to a cadastral map from 1910, the original Armenian street was only one longitudinal plot. In all likelihood, Armenians began their settlement on this undivided plot. Conversely, at the beginning of the 19th century, the center of the colony was the Szekler town's main square, next to the church rebuilt in the Baroque style in the 1770s.
 The 1910 plot structure suggests that the Armenians’ central area had different design principles from the Szekler-populated areas of town. The conventional street had perpendicular plots, typically running from the street to the stream, resulting in extremely narrow longitudinal plots. In the Armenian section, there were relatively wide, but extremely shallow plots, due to plot divisions.  The various-sized building lots facing the street were cut from the end of the existing plots, impacting the Armenians’ settlement in the center. Their move to the center was not a planned process, like in Gherla or Dumbrăveni, but occurred gradually as street sections on the plots were rented in the late 18th and early 19th centuries from the Armenian parish church.
 The Szekler settlements maintained their local self-governance inherited from Middle Ages, which the Szekler border corps’ organization complicated.
 Many conflicting interests and forms of ownership existed, and the Armenian colony could only gradually gain property through opportunity, bargains, and rental contracts.
 In the Szekler Land
, Armenians only had personal autonomy, which they employed as members of the Mercantile Forum or other, mostly Armenian guilds. 
The royal demesnes created a very different situation, because the Viennese Court had inherited the princely estates in Transylvania, and could freely dispose of the land in individual negotiations. The Treasury provided long-term land leases, and later sold land, to members of the community
. 
 Consequently, self-governance in Gherla and Dumbrăveni was established and adjusted better to feudal conditions. This created an opportunity to implement planned urban designs, in contrast with the gradual and spontaneous settlement patterns typical of the Szekler Land colonies.  
The methodical planning, mainly in Gherla, meant a whole new layout for the town built adjacent to the existing "parent settlement”. This meant a village of irregular streets emerged around  Renaissance fortifications, which still stood despite having largely lost significance.
 Unlike the Szekler villages’ layout organized under communal rules,
 nobles below the castle had settled into military or other service functions known as “puskások" (gunners).
 The engineered Armenian town was not separated from the core and was instead only several hundred meters away.
 The distance had morphological reasons as well, as there was only free space in outer castle zone where the fortifications had been demolished. The cattle market was later established here. for the castle map by Priorato, see 

  The Armenian town could thus develop its street network independently from the castle and the settlement below it. 
The plot system resembles the tradition of the divided towns with inner plots.
 House plots only had residential functions, and small-scale agricultural activities took place in specific lots further away from residential plots. Gherla’s main square acted as the center during the town’s founding, although it was not immediately clear at that time whether it would become a residentiary, that is episcopal center, or a market town (see the Gherla chapter). Instead of the gradual conquest typical in the other Armenian settlements, in Gherla, the core was already established as the center. 
The center of Dumbrăveni was also established as a result of planned plot allocation, though without traces of a regular layout like Gherla’s. In the 17th century, the settlement core was a Renaissance castle built the previous century by the Apafi family, a member of which later became Prince of Transylvania
. In 1696, the Armenians in Dumbrăveni obtained a charter of freedom, which stated that other nationalities could not have buildings among their houses.
 According to a Treasury survey map from the mid-18th century, this requirement in part was
.
 Based on the map, we can discern the settlement’s 17th and 18th-century developments as well. The castle had corner towers and in front, towards the river, there was a loose, fenced-in outcropping of structures called the fore-castle or “Hussars’ castle” (Huszárvár). Even in the late 1700s, the vacant castle ring or “glacis” was clearly discernible around the fortification. The settlement at Dumbrăveni (“Ebesfalva” in the sources) began to emerge beyond this line.
 Until the arrival of the Armenians, there was nothing planned for this land, streets followed the contours of the terrain and existing road routes. 
Armenians obtained this street in front of the castle, adjusting their settlement to the partly visible structures in place. Unlike the Armenian Street in Gherla, laid out in chessboard regularity, in Dumbrăveni the Armenian Street matched those in the Szekler Land
 colonies. They ran to the fields, which incidentally led up to the wide area in front of the castle. The irregular square was initially part of the glacis with access to the Hussar Castle and river bank district as well as around the castle towards the neighboring village. This irregularly shaped area later became the Armenian town’s main square. A pond shown on a map from the 1700s suggests that it may have been used as a market and for watering live stock. 
According to 1758/59 resettlement plan, the square exclusively belonged to the Armenian town. Specific areas were designated for the Hungarians, Saxons, Romanians, and Gypsies.
 This basically created an independent Armenian town similarly to Gherla loosely joined by other nationalities’ village-like settlements. At the end of the 18th century, both the Roman and Greek Catholic Churches were separate from the Armenian town (the latter quite far away). The Armenian center’s final formation emerged in the following decades, after the church 
was constructed and the castle – previously flanking and characterizing the square’s appearance – was obscured.
 By the early 19th century, the castle was only a relic, while the town’s vital, new organizational principles clearly aligned with the Armenian-populated district marked by its civilian houses and main square with the church and the market hall. 
Despite topographical differences in the four settlements, the period from the late 17th century to the early 19th century generated similar structural transformations. Armenians who had settled in the periphery beyond the ‘walls’ managed to conquer the settlement centers everywhere. Their paths differed. In Gherla and Frumoasa, a new distinct detached from the urban center was built, whereas in Gheorgheni, the Szekler-Catholic church became the Armenians’ gathering place, and in Dumbrăveni, these two patterns blended. These are not irrelevant differences. Wherever a new center was built, the Armenian character of the townscape persevered, even after the Armenian population had declined.   
 The conquest and the creation of the center was undoubtedly the most important moment of 18th and 19th-century structural changes. However, the constraints of feudal segregation left their mark as well. These varied in time and severity. Initially, constraints proved to be immensely restrictive. Indigenous population did not accept Armenians. Once Armenians eventually acquired feudal privileges in the 18th century, they tried to keep their distance from their surroundings. The resettlement plan in Dumbrăveni was the most extreme example, proposing to remove the families without legal privileges in some cases, or in the cases of the other colonies, initiating a stringent segregation until the first half of the 19th century. 
6. 2. The Armenian Town Turns Transylvanian 
The term “Armenian town” assumes a sense of demographic uniformity, and with it homogenous nodes of Armenian-style buildings, especially churches and townhouses. As we have seen, Armenians in the 18th century did seek to develop homogenous settlements in the feudal and religious sense. This was an essential foundation for their status under the feudal administration, which was based on the place of residence.
 However, Armenian town rights lost validity in the 19th-century bourgeois transformations, which replaced those individual rights with state investments and interventions (grammar schools, railways, military barracks) which created new patterns the towns’ structures. The bourgeois era  dissolved the strict separation of Armenian and non-Armenian districts. A significant part of the Armenians moved out from the colonies, especially towards larger urban centers. New migrants arrived in their place from the neighboring town quarters and surrounding villages. The sequence of developments was not without effect on the town structure. Nationalities’ town quarters gradually grew together, buildings of culture, especially churches, were likewise built closer to each other.
Out of the four colonies, Gheorgheni undoubtedly  underwent the most profound changes in the late 19th century and early 20th century. It is therefore a fitting place to begin our comparison. In Gheorgheni, a new town center was built up in the two decades after 1900. Szekler town cores had gradually moved lower into the valley over the centuries. The medieval town may have been in the mountains to east of today's town borders, moving gradually to the west over time. 
 The turn of the century continued this process and new, landscaped town squares were built up on the former marketplace, replacing the old center based around the church.
The basic form of the square was formed earlier. The longitudinal settlement along the Békény Stream met the highway running north to south. Sources refer to the square as a “market site” (Piacz-szer) after the second half of the 18th century, and it had a typical branching form which traced the curve of turning carriages. The Armenians’ Street, already the main street of their town, led up to the market place. At the turn of the century, the most important effect of urban planning was to create a representative, modern, comprehensive square from the market. The old, single-storied Armenian houses faced the square, some which perhaps had an additional story. When partially demolished, some were completely rebuilt leaving only the foundation walls.
 The square had previously opened on its western side, until buildings like the Protestant church, were constructed. Besides Armenian families, Vákár, Lázár, the Szeklers. Saxon entrepreneurs, and Jewish families also played an active role in these construction processes:
“Thanks perhaps to the Armenians’ former settlement here, the population of Gheorgheni had a much more tolerant attitude towards Jewish infiltration 
than the other Szekler Land settlements did. As a result, the number of Jews settling in the town was relatively high.  The 1869 census listed 15 people of the Jewish faith in town, 39 in 1890, 177 in 1900, and 321 in 1910.”
 
At the turn of the century in Gheorgheni, Jews significantly played a similar role to the one the Armenians had played two centuries earlier. Their most significant businesses served the rail industry, mostly sawmills. The railway’s construction had an invigorating effect on the development of the Alszeg quarter
 closer to the railway. Its Kossuth Street, called Railways Street for a while, was previously inhabited almost exclusively by peasants, and at this time, the area began to function more and more like a high street. A few public buildings (district court, school) were built in the section near the main square, and a row of villas followed, mingling with wealthier agrarian houses. The rapid development of the Alszeg part of town caused that the old main street in front of the Roman Catholic church to lose its central character. While the new main street led to the train station, the old one led to the poor suburb of Felszeg. 
Gheorgheni expanded not only in length, but in breadth, and the town’s expanding dimensions further reduced the importance of the Armenian street. The grammar school was built at the present-day Lacul Roșu Avenue,
 and a promenade connected it to the town square (in the 1910s, when the Cheile Bicazului Pass was built as high road, the avenue gained the present impressive width, Vofkori 2004)
. Although contemporaries criticized the promenade as being inappropriate (it is not straight, and the grammar school’s main entrance is visually different from the main square’s appearance). Nevertheless,  it had a huge impact on the urban structure, because it opened the main square to the north. Around this period, construction on the individual plots was completed in the southern direction, along the highway to Miercurea Ciuc. Houses replaced mills on the plots by the stream-side, and the former mill ditch became a street, further indicating the town's expansion. Consequently, the settlement, previously consisting of a single street, developed a concentrically growing network of streets around the new town square. In this new town structure, the Armenians’ former main street was only a secondary street leading out of town.  
The extent of Gherla’s structural transformation is not comparable to that of Gheorgheni. Despite this, slight focus displacements proved substantial to bring about opposite movements in the urban structure, unlike in the instance shown above
. In Gheorgheni, architectural designs moved focus from the main street to a square, where in Gherla, the enclosed square opened up to the main street passing through (see chapter on Gherla). However, this caused little significant change. The former Armenian center was not marginalized, but instead became part of the town’s linear axis. The main street extended the Armenian center to the south and north, complementing it with a traversing branch leading to the railway. The new high street largely preserved its Armenian character, crossing, as it did, the Armenian main square. Some historically significant Armenian buildings were situated further off the high street, such as the Solomon Church or the Karátsonyi House. 
The town square in this new layout functioned as a branch of the high street leading to the railway station. Transforming the architectural styles emphasized this new function. Along the section of the main square opening towards the railway (today at the mouth of Avram Iancu Street), eclectic buildings replaced the old Armenian houses.  The square was likewise landscaped in parallel with the new constructs. The landscaped square partially displaced the previous market functions, having direct contact with the public gardens, which were landscaped after the Someș River regulation.

The most important structural transformations did not take place on the main square, but in the northern section of the high street.
 The Armenian town’s homogeneity in the 18th century was broken by the Franciscan church. At the turn of the century, new structures devoid of Armenian character appeared in the street, such as the Orthodox Church (1905) and the State Grammar School (1899).
 Previously, the high street had led to a vacant lot sometimes used for commercial fairs. This vacant area historically separated the Armenian town from the village below the castle, Kandia. Thanks to the new buildings, these two formerly independent settlements grew together along the main street. This process was mirrored spontaneously in the side streets, creating a tangled settlement layout where Kandia’s poor (mainly Greek Catholic and Orthodox Romanians) settled down in close proximity to the Armenians’ town streets. 
The Romanians and other Transylvanian nationalities were increasingly gaining acccess to important positions in town. Within the Armenian town, located some distance from the Someș River, an increasingly erratic plot structures emerged after the Baroque era. As such, the structure is not characteristic of the Golden Age’s planned streets, but instead reflected the diversity of incoming nationalities. 
 The Protestant church of the Hungarians was located here, as was the Jewish synagogue. Comparing Gherla to Gheorgheni, the Armenian center in the latter was gradually marginalized in the 18th century, whereas in Gherla it remained in place adapting to its new context. The formerly closed, Armenian-dominated town square received a new look. It reflected the new, a multi-ethnic town, whose center was along the high street connecting the town to its suburbs, with another street leading to the train station. The main square was still the most important part of this new center, but no longer its focal point. 
The role of the main square also changed in Dumbrăveni. Due to the town’s large bureaucracy, substantial differences from Gherla emerged. The Hussars’ barracks was constructed in 1840, drawing focus from the town center. The railway station was opened a few decades later. The railway station likely attracted the sort of economic elite largely lacking in Dumbrăveni. The Barracks introduced a special officer corps to the town. Both physical and ensuing social developments influenced Dumbrăveni’s social life in the late 19th century. 
A tree-lined promenade leading up to the barracks was established and elegant villas were built along this allee. This change likewise influenced the role of the town square as well. The same process happened in Dumbrăveni, as the main square structure transformed into main street structure. The new longitudinal center started from the barracks, led up to the main square with the Armenian Church, and later to the Grammar school (1899). In the immediate surroundings of the Armenian Church, added stories initiated a modest shift in the scale of the buildings, though changes in townscape remained far below the dynamics of Gherla and Gheorgheni. Dumbrăveni’s biggest change occurred in the vacated area of the former old church and the cemetery, where the huge building of the district court was constructed.
 One indicator of Dumbrăveni’s modest urban vitality was this court block, rising like an island from the single-storied urban fabric.
 One characteristic feature of Dumbrăveni in the late 19th century was the contrast between the bureaucratic classes’ monumental public buildings  and the continued rural-looking nature of the streets. The bourgeois era’s residential constructions were concentrated in a row of villas along the promenade, while tenement houses, otherwise typical of the era, are completely missing. In this regard, Dumbrăveni differed considerably from Gherla and Gheorgheni, where the shifting scale of construction happened simultaneously in public buildings and private residences. 
In Frumoasa, a scale shift also took place, though not comparable to level of urbanization in the other towns. 
Despite acquiring status as district center, this new designation did not include plans to construct a state grammar school, courthouse, or town hall, and instead, it only gained a smaller-scale state school. Nevertheless, the 19th century brought profound changes. The Szeklers’ original settlement, with its ever-growing population, had encompassed the Armenian town center and developed its own alternative center by the turn of the century. The population increase required the village to widen its previous, one-street system. The settlement system had consisted of small, loosely connected house groups with an axis determined by the stream, though this changed significantly during this period. The house groups gradually moved down toward the winding high street along the stream, and a street emerged on both banks with parallel, comb-like 
structures. The southern part of the street even gained importance in mid-century, since it led to the new mountain pass crossing the Carpathians. As a consequence, the former road leading out of town, which had passed near the Armenian Church, lost its significance. Frumoasa’s largest building to this day, the two-storied elementary school, was built along this new road.
 
As a result of all these changes, Frumoasa became a settlement with several centers. The Armenians’ Street remained one. A second emerged near the new long-distance road. The “Szeklers’ Church” was built in the 1910s to offset the Armenian center, and it was important that the church should be in the village center of the "Armenian town." The village’s small number of Greek Catholics did not succeed in this endeavor and instead built a church in a side street. The construction of the Catholic Church did not change the town’s layout or structure, which was still marked by a sharp contrast between the Armenians’ core urban settlement and village-like side streets that were organized independently. The Szekler villagers’ increasing population fragmented their plots, while the Armenians’ stagnating/ decreasing populace enabled them to keep their plots’ original width. These wide plots provided space for imposing houses with shops on the ground floor. The Armenian houses in Frumoasa were built almost entirely of wood until the end of the 19th century (see chapter on buildings). Meanwhile, the Szekler villagers maintained their traditional residential designs, simpler houses also made of wood.
The contrast between more rural/village-like suburbs and urban centers can be observed at the other three sites. In Gheorgheni and Gherla, these suburbs reflected the towns’ organic transition from the center outward as the settlements’ features gradually become village-like. Dumbrăveni was similar to Frumoasa where village-like side streets meet the high street without transition. Dumbrăveni was big enough so that its urban inner core likely had an independent life
. Frumoasa’s Armenian town, on the other hand, only consisted of an "L" shaped double street about three hundred meters long, which had a rustic appearance until the turn of the century. Creating a town square similar to the rest of the Armenian centers took place during the short-term economic boom of the railway’s construction. At this time, the earliest Armenian village core leading to the Armenian church was partially demolished, and the street line was broadened to the dimensions of a square.  The new street line involved a semi-detached, eclectic house considered large in comparison to the village’s scale. The reorganization of the Armenian parish plot was canceled, so the square ultimately remained a torso. As the Armenian church was already surrounded
 and thus separated, from the street-square, it had to be accessed through an alleyway. The village development had barely begun when it ended. The railway bypassed the settlement, creating an existential crisis for the Armenian merchant class. 
Finally, one could ruminate on what did not take place in these four settlements, imaging what could have been had the Armenian town development carried on with the same momentum in the late 19th century that had characterized it earlier. This theoretical experiment can be carried out via the concept of the suburban fringe belt. Mid-zones are common and host activities that require relatively large area and/or are aesthetically, hygienically or in other ways undesirable near residential zones. 
 These lands were the reserve area of ​​19th-century urbanization. Of the four Armenian centers, Gheorgheni alone intensively built along its fringe belt. The town square replaced the market place, the stream banks, the mill ditch turned into a street, the roads leading out of town all received plot allocations, while the agricultural parcels along the railway line developed into an actual factory town of sawmills. In Gherla, only the merger with Kandia district displaced the former cattle market. The regulation of the Little Someș River did not affect construction, though the park established nearby would have provided ideal conditions for a villa district. The vegetable gardens and vineyards surrounding the town remained underdeveloped, which the railway line affected as well. Dumbrăveni undoubtedly was least developed in this sense. Vineyards remained around town, the cattle market, lands extending toward the railway, and the road leading to Holdvilág village, were all untouched, although these were areas along which the two settlements could have merged.  Frumoasa, on the other hand, showed significant expansion, especially along the  roads and cart paths leaving town.  
This suburban expansion did not affect the Armenian town cores and belong instead to the Szekler, Romanian and Hungarian villages’ settlement history. The Armenian centers stagnated, while certain dynamic suburbs eventually dominated. Gheorgheni is peculiar because Armenian and the Szekler characteristics almost completely merged in the new center and the original Armenian street became peripheral. Elsewhere, it was more typical that the still-Armenian featured urban center became surrounded by essentially rural regions and non-Armenian inhabited buildings. In fact, this rural settlement around the urban centers was a general characteristic of Hungarian small towns at turn of the century.
 This is only inherent of the Armenian communities to the extent that the ethnicity of the town center differed from its environment
. Characteristic divisions such as urban/rural or socio-economic markers were further deepened by the Armenian/non-Armenian differences.
 This social segregation was particularly striking in Frumoasa and Dumbrăveni. The migration of Armenians was most intensive at these sites, and middle-class families of other nationalities settled in their stead. Based on on-site interviews, surprisingly, many mixed marriages did take place (however, the research did not separately deal with this)
. The phenomenon of non-Armenians gaining grounds was so general, that the term “Armenian town” became an increasingly historical concept by the early 20th century. The construction of the Protestant, Orthodox, Greek Catholic, and Jewish churches in settlements previously inhabited by Armenians clearly demonstrated demographic shifts in Transylvania. 
Finally, a common feature of the settlements inhabited by the Armenians was the dominance of state-civil buildings at the end of the 19th and early 20th centuries. Each Armenian center obtained plenty of public administration functions. In most cases, these significantly exceeded the weight of their economic size. Investments helped fund schools, law courts, district courts, municipal offices, railway stations, and were usually built in vacant lots far from historical town centers. All this significantly extended the downtown boundaries and resulted in new town structures. These changes questioned the central position of Armenian settlements’ cores and placed them in a new context.  
7. Buildings
7. 1. Sacral Architecture 
During their migrations, Armenians usually lived in multilingual environments.  Although their daily language usage cannot be retroactively reconstructed, the multitude of Slavic, Turkish, Romanian, and Hungarian family names indicates that not language but a common religion must have been the stronger cohesive power. 
 However, this is only one of the reasons that sacred architecture requires a separate chapter. From an urban architectural point of view, the sacred space was the focal point of urban sites before modern urbanization. Mumford even suggests that the formation of the town was generated not so much by the economic motivation or power interest but by the need for a sacred space. 
  The author formulated this theme in his chapter on the genesis of urban development, and it may also apply indirectly to the Armenian colonies in Transylvania
. 
As regards sacred spaces, churches readily come to mind. Yet, in the Armenian colonies, it was not the Church but the Armenians’ cemeteries which served as the first sacred focal point. Most agree that these cemeteries map
 the settlement structure, its spatial and social stratification: settlement space

“The cemetery is the community’s chronicle written into nature. (...) A customer from the lower classes was satisfied with the old forms, with simpler style, template-like tombstones. When a new cemetery was needed, these were carved over or taken out of their place "(...) masters from different places crafted tombstones ranging from provincial to serious artistic value.”
  
This quote stems from Gherla’s cemetery monograph. Gheorgheni and Dumbrăveni also have completed cemetery cadasters as well. 
 The work about Dumbrăveni pays less attention to architectural forms and focuses instead on customs. It has an important statement regarding architecture, claiming that the erection of inscribed tombstones had already been a general practice in the Armenian homeland, which according to the author allows us to assume that the incoming Armenians brought this cultural code with them to Transylvania.
 The indigenous Szeklers used wood and wooden grave marks. Erecting tombstones was actually a novelty for them in the 17th and 18th centuries, and it is likely that the residents of the two villages in the treasury demesnes used no stones to mark their graves. The stone sarcophagi, lying plaques and standing tombstones could be found only in the urban cemeteries in greater numbers in Transylvania. In Frumoasa and Gheorgheni, using stone in cemeteries certainly preceded the appearance of solid masonry buildings, and we can assume the same in Gherla and Dumbrăveni. The stone decoration otherwise followed the architectural styles from the Baroque era to the eclectics.
 However, it is first interesting to note that the change in style occurred a generation later. Therefore, the tombs’ Baroque style survived until the second half of the 1800s, mixing with the emerging styles of classicism and romanticism. This was not the case with eclecticism, as cemeteries were changing too much when this architectural style flourished. Generally speaking, cemeteries were always fenced in, and the chapel played an indispensable part. Because Armenians had initially placed their dead in the walled yard of their church (or chapel) according to the medieval customs, burial sites from the 17th and 18th centuries were later abandoned
. Frumoasa’s cemetery operated the longest, although here too, newer graves were placed beyond the original walls.
 
“The church is surrounded by a stone-brick fence. A small chapel dedicated in honor of St. Anna stands in the garden built by Antal Száva in 1830. In its immediate vicinity, the mortuary was built in 1820. To the right of the mortuary, the stone fence still shows where a gate formerly led to the cemetery. The tombstones of the old cemetery had sunk so far below the surface that residents of the former bellringer 
flat grew vegetables above them.”

 In Gherla, the cemetery by the main square was moved to its present location at the beginning of the 19th century. However, smaller cemeteries like the one near today's Orthodox Church and the other around the Solomon Church, remained in use for a long time until 1863.
  Like the Solomon Church, the burial ground of the old church in Dumbrăveni also survived a relatively long time, as it lay outside the town center. However, when the old church was demolished at the beginning of the 20th century, the old cemetery was also erased. It was not special that Armenian cemeteries were moved around town, as in this era, the eviction of the dead from the living town was a general phenomenon.
 However, although Armenians had assimilated into the Hungarian nationality, they retained their separate religious identity. When a cemetery was opened at the end of the 19th century, special places were reserved for the Roman Catholics (Hungarians) separate from the Armenian Catholics united with Rome. 
Unlike at the time of the Armenian colonies’ formation, when all churchyards were also burial grounds, in the 19th century, the church and the burial ground became spatially separated from each other.
 
“It is a rooted habit of these people to elevate the ground where their dead are buried from the common areas by construction of a chapel or church.”
  
Armenians’ burial chapels were replaced by parish churches starting after the 1720s, which strongly influenced the town structure. The first half of the 18th century was characterized by a blending of medieval relics with the slowly emerging rural Baroque styles. Restrained scales and simple, undecorated surfaces characterized this era. Churches built in the second wave, however, clearly broke away from the cemeteries and entered areas of town life. As opposed to the previous era, the church architecture that appeared in the mid-18th century, had a heightened monumentality and exuberant ornateness. However, this flowering of the mature Baroque and early classicism terminated the Transylvanian Armenians’ traditional religious architecture. In the second half of the 19th century, other denominations typically raised buildings that significantly altered the skyline of the townscapes (see townscape chapter).  
The Solomon Church (1724) in Gherla, the Armenian Church in Gheorgheni (1734), the Lower Church in Dumbrăveni (later the Lutheran Church in 1777), and the demolished Old Church (1725) in Dumbrăveni each presents the rural Baroque of the 1700s.
 Their common feature is the retractable
, inclusive location, modest size, and adoption of local, Transylvanian building traditions. As a peripheral region of Europe, Transylvania was characterized by the simplification and stratification of architectural styles in general: 
“... the Transylvanian climate impacts the heat of the style, thus it becomes cooler, with saner tones (...) the mass of the walls does not loosen up, the volutas meander modestly, the niche rows draw you inside, and the pupil of the oval windows narrows as if it were 
a porthole.”
 
“The further east the Baroque came, the simpler it became. And it became more intertwined with the earlier styles, which were widespread everywhere in the wake of popular masters. (...) the styles combined in slow transition.”
 
The 18th-century Transylvanian architectural tradition included the Gothic, Renaissance, and slowly infiltrating Baroque, but each was simplified in such a way that the definition of the building style eventually became questionable. The first generation of Armenian churches fits this tradition.
As mentioned in an earlier chapter, the Armenians in Gherla had the Gothic gate for the Solomon Church brought over from Bálványosvár.
  One could interpret this as an obvious attempt to legitimate a population without local root, by consciously historicizing the site’s past. Even more telling is the building itself, where narrow, almost-touching vaults inside suggest the appearance of a Gothic space.
 The sanctuary is octagonal and fortified with buttresses, providing a static solution reminiscent of the building techniques of medieval churches. The building is already an extremely simplified version of the Baroque. The façades hardly have any divisions, the mass form is solid, house-like, resembling the simplest village churches. The form projects monumentality: the nave towers over the houses and the steep roofing. All this is again reminiscent of a Gothic spatial design. The tower is detached from the building, which is  a structurally simpler solution than placing it onto the walls. This does not imply, however, that the masters in the area did not have such knowledge. 
The  exaggeration of building forms, a legacy of the Middle Ages mixed with the Baroque building technique, is even more striking in Dumbrăveni and Gheorgheni. A surviving photograph of the old church in Dumbrăveni shows that it was a typical, late Gothic Transylvanian church with steep hipped trussing and walls divided by small window apertures.
 Its shape resembles the rural Gothic style rather than the much older “Hungarian church” that had been erected in the 16th century and stood near the castle until 1918.
 
Gheorgheni provides a special example because the Szekler population had remained Catholic, which contributed to the spread of the Baroque and Catholicism. Unlike in Gherla and Dumbrăveni, where the Armenian Catholic Church - united with Rome – supported the Roman Catholic Church, the Counter-Reformation, the artistic outpouring, the Baroque, Armenians in the Szekler Land
, played no such role. In Gheorgheni, the Armenian Church was built by modifying a former church (1734). The Szekler Hungarian Church, built a few decades later (1777), was designed to rival the Armenian Church.
 Compared to the Armenians’ church, the Szeklers’ was more ornate, more mature, closer to mainstream Baroque designs, with more monumental artwork. The Armenian Church was more modest, as its predecessor had been a small, simple chapel in the so-called “foreigners’ cemetery.” A nave was added to this church in the 1730s, and the chapel became a new sanctuary.
 These modifications dictated the church’s position as the earlier chapel was oriented to the east according to medieval custom. The medieval influence appears in these additions and other modifications to the structure.
“The church consists of a tent-roofed nave and an apse reinforced by pillars in the corners that has a lower roof structure and a polygonal termination. Its mass is animated by many small attachment structures. On the northern and southern ends, a trephoil shaped chapel and portico are arranged symmetrically. The rectangular sacristy is on the northern end, while on the western wall, a small foyer was attached to the lower level of the tower.”
  
A massive walled fence, surrounding the former cemetery
, strengthened the church’s medieval character. The fence had an extra function as well. Most churches in the Szekler Land 
were surrounded by a fence or wall, sometimes the height of castle walls, which offered some protection against military incursions along the border.
“Some churches looked like a real fort: Ilieni and Zăbala have very high walls, Cârța and Sfântu Gheorghe’s machicolations are still visible, which almost turn these churches’ cemeteries into real castles.”
 
The Armenians’ "fortification” in Gheorgheni is but a formal imitation. The round towers are spectacular, but without military significance. Some authors claim that ramparts are not from the 18th century, but developed coevally with the cemetery around the chapel.
 Although this issue is not yet clear, Dezső Garda has argued that the Szekler-Armenian agreements only mentioned a chapel, not towers.
 Instead, Garda presents another possible progression of the church yard: 
“The Baroque church of the Armenians lay in a very small area. However, the parish sought to expand this area, mainly because they wanted to create a church yard modelled on the fortified churches in the Szekler Lands.”
  
It is a secondary question in social history whether the towers were functional or the Armenians had them built as decoration. The social activity associated with these anachronistic forms reveal more about them. The whole church and its churchyard strongly reflect the character of the Szekler Land
. The study by Bierbauer describes the four key characteristics of Szekler Land 
churches, which can all be found in the church edifices in Gheorgheni. These are the separate tower in front of the nave gables, the portico added to the entrance, plaster finish, and above all, the fence.
 
Armenians’ employment of the fortified church design concept reveals a defense mechanism of a minority group and, at the same time, adoption of local values. The fenced church is sharply detached from its environment. From the street, the building appears smaller than its proportions suggest. Within the walls of the church, like at a monastery, a special Armenian world was created with their symbols and customs. The construction reflected local values, but gained a different interpretation in the hands of the Armenians.
 
These features at Gheorgheni broadly match the church in Frumoasa, which was likewise built on the outskirts of town, surrounded by walls, in Szekler fashion. The church, however, displays less vitality from the medieval building tradition, and instead, its design serves as a transition into the next era. Its construction happened rather late between 1762 and 1785. First the apse, then the nave was completed, and finally the tower, which replaced a previous 
tower. In 1846, further expansion took place, and likely the southern chapel was added to the nave at this time.
 The church’s construction therefore lasted over a century, which eventually melted into the Baroque era
. In Frumoasa, the apse of the church is rounded without buttresses. The lesenes and oval window frames playfully animate the wall surfaces. The mature Baroque is even more conspicuous in the St. Anna chapel built at the cemetery wall in 1820 and in the mortuary next to it. The volutas ease up the gable line, the statue niche and the slight curvature of the plaster ornaments imply mature Baroque style. Although we may assume Gherla’s influence on other Armenians’ Baroque designs in Transylvania, but this may not be the case at all. In fact, at the beginning of the 19th century, the Baroque spirit already permeated the whole of the Szekler Land.
 
The direct adoption is all the more questionable because Gherla and Dumbrăveni’s Baroque church architecture is quite unique in the Transylvania. Their peculiarity stems from the fact that craftsmen, who did not specialize in local work, designed and built them.
 This second generation of Armenian churches had a close relationship with the Habsburg Empire’s Catholic Reformation/Counter Reformation centers of art, including the Baroque monuments of the Hereditary Lands and the Jesuit churches in Transylvania’s "Protestant" towns  (e.g. Cluj). 
In comparison with the Armenian churches of the earlier period, it is not so much the design but the extreme monumentality that is striking. The two Armenian churches at Gherla and Dumbrăveni 
are truly monumental. Especially at Gherla, this monumentality pushes other artistic elements to the background. Contemporaries noticed this as well, and it remains a central issue of art history evaluations as well: 
“They have just completed an appropriate church there. (...) It is interesting only in that it is painted light green and pale pink outside. These two interesting and mingled colors seem to really catch those who love brightly colored buildings.”
 
“Transylvania's largest Baroque church influences rather by its size than its subtlety.”
  
“The first glimpse of the church convinces the onlooker that the building must have had a fairly rugged history. Quite large stylistic difference can be observed between the nave and the façade, and extensive investigation reveals that the uniform style breaks elsewhere too.”
  
As Margit B. Nagy explains in the previous quote, the main façade is a mixture of single and two-towers types. The large central tower placed on the curved floorplan belongs to the former, while the smaller towers and balconies situated at the edges belong to the latter. Not only are Baroque forms melded into the design of these two Baroque churches, but classicism also left its mark thanks to the almost half-century long construction. In one instance: 
“the hanging abutted ledge, the apron windows, recessed and protruding wall-planes.”
  
The building masters of Armenians’ churches in the foundational era are unknown, but the great churches of Gherla and Dumbrăveni bear the marks of the era’s most sought-after masters. The Prague-born Francis Gindtner (Kinther), who worked in Cluj
, oversaw the work on Dumbrăveni’s great church, cooperating with carpenters and masons from Cluj-Napoca
.
  The masters in Gherla covered an even wider geographical space. József Jung, who actually finished the works is worth mentioning, as he was one of the most influential architects in neo-classical Budapest. He was sent to Gherla on the Emperor's recommendation, just as the Vienna-controlled Gubernium (Transylvanian General Governance) had sent previous masters. Although we do not know all the names connected with these projects, Margit B. Nagy believes the churches’ basis designs and completed appearance reveal outside influences from Hungary and Vienna.
 The builder of the Mechitarist order’s St Peter and Paul's Church, a major Baroque monument completed in 1795, was foreign. The busy main façade in Transylvania is usually all the more surprising since the contemporaneous Elizabeth Church’s main façade stands out just with its planes
.
  As a stand-alone element, a six-pillared gateway was added in front of the St. Peter and Paul’s Church which completely covered the façade. This sculptural work evoked the architecture of Baroque fountains, but it was not adequately accentuated by its position, since the building was erected on a house plot rather than a square, which did not ensure the proper sight and perspective. 
In general, besides the Mechitarist church, two other large churches also lacked the proper space to provide an aesthetic view of the building. The theatrical composition typical of the Baroque provides buildings with a wide viewing angle and often includes enhancing elements, such as rows of stairs highlighting the building’s solemnity. In Gherla and Dumbrăveni, these are only slightly present. Instead, market halls occupy the center of the main squares, in Gherla, there is also the town hall. Shops built close to the church and surrounding houses evoke the medieval Gothic urban fabric, where the church rose suddenly from the dense urban texture without transition.
 When the Armenian sacred Baroque architecture is viewed within its environment, the medieval tradition lingers. 
7. 2. Public Buildings 
The relationship of religious architecture and public buildings say a lot about the local society. As in the 18th and 19th centuries, churches’ position on the town square were accented by public buildings, market halls, and town halls, which expressed the bourgeois character of the Armenian Baroque.
 The blend of representability and practicality was a remarkable feature in the Armenian townscape. These public buildings can also be interpreted with regards to their temporal stratification and change in scale. Until the mid-19th century, churches dominated the urban spaces by their sheer size and public buildings were the same size as residential houses. In the next half a century, however, first the barracks and schools, then the administrative and penal institutions became significantly bigger. Here again it is not a development exclusive to Armenian towns, yet the semiotics of the buildings still dimly displayed the process of Armenian integration. Until the mid-19th century, the Church body bore the community’s identity, whereas the spectacular constructions in the second half of the century expressed loyalty to the state. In other words, the monumentality of public buildings replaced the monumentality of churches. Nevertheless, this was not an automatic change in the life for the Armenians, as evidenced by the construction of the Greek Catholic Church in Gherla finished in 1905, which evoked the ambitious dimensions of the great Armenian church a century earlier.
  
We can distinguish two periods of public building construction, which did not correspond to the two period of church construction. The first phase of public building represented the mature Baroque of the second half of the 18th century, while the second depicted 19th-century eclecticism. The first group partly includes previously demolished buildings, like Gherla’s town hall (around 1800), the market hall (1722, the arcade 1740), Dumbrăveni’s market hall (1759), the Mechitarist school (around 1800); and Gheorgheni’s parish church and the roofed street passage connecting the parish with the churchyard (1801).
  
The most characteristic and expressive buildings of the local Armenian community were the arcaded market halls (trading houses) in the free royal cities. In the traditional medieval merchant towns, where the citizens’ gained permissions outside the church’s authority, these buildings were usually connected to the town hall.
 In Gherlawas, it was built around the church.
 A row of shops led the gaze towards the church’s main entrance. The fence decorated with statues of the apostles signaled the transition between the profane and the sacred space. The town hall, originally built as a trading house and a town inn, used to stand opposite the church. It became the town hall with an added story.
 The building featured delicate decorations, a wrought-iron balcony, while the mansard roof captured the monumentality of the building, all radiating the formal harmony typical of the late Baroque. Allegedly, structural defects caused its demolition in the late 19th century.
Dumbrăveni’s most distinctive Armenian building, the market hall at the main square (trading house), was also demolished. Lukács Ávedik has published its founding document dated 1759.
 Thus we know that the town hall decided to construct it for commercial reasons. In addition to benefiting from shop sales, they also hoped the new building would increase trade. The town strictly prohibited the construction of additional stories or flats above shops. The single-storied market hall was approximately 30-40 meters long and 20 meters wide, surrounded by an arched open corridor. Selling was only allowed in the shops, not in the arcades. 
Other public buildings in the royal free cities, such as schools and social institutions, did not establish a character comparable to market hall. If they had a role in the townscape, it is difficult to reconstruct after eclectic modifications to them. In Dumbrăveni, only the Mechitarist monastery by the main square has preserved its original appearance. 
The Szekler Land 
colonies had no profane 
public buildings. The diaspora existence in Frumoasa and Gheorgheni meant that the Armenian school building, for example, was placed in the parish yard.
 In the Szekler Land 
colonies, the Armenian community’s architecture emphasized a duality of religious buildings and private residences. The situation changed in part at the turn of the century. In Frumoasa, a new Armenian casino created a strong cultural center that characterizes the village to this day.
 The "Száva House" next to the stream also retained an Armenian appearance after becoming a district court building. In rural settlements, public buildings were the symbols of civil life, and in Frumoasa, these had much stronger Armenian ties than in Gheorgheni, where such buildings seemed more conventionally bourgeois because the Armenians there mixed with other ethnic groups to a greater degree during the process of embourgeoisement.
In general, the second generation of public buildings from the late 19th and early 20th centuries introduced a universal style and scale, thanks to  the place of public institutions in the nation state. The state’s first public buildings were barracks. In Gheorgheni, an Armenian merchant house was bought then expanded by the Habsburg border guard commander (it is a museum today). In Dumbrăveni, the Cavalry barracks was opened in 1840 and its façade was later redone in the eclectic style. In Gherla, the quartering of soldiers in local homes survived until the turn of the century, when a huge barracks was established on the outskirts of the town. 

 

Besides barracks,  the state’s administrative buildings such as schools and grammar schools, district offices, post offices, and railway stations also emerged. Until the turn of the century, however, Armenian institutions continued to operate in parallel. For example, in Gherla, boys’ and girls’ orphanages were not a branch of the state’s social welfare system, but a local initiative. Even into the late 19th century, these local institutions functioned as they had in previous eras, though generally working side by side with national institution networks. 
Grammar schools constituted a large portion of public investment in town. They were more significant in the educational hierarchy than they are today (their role was like that of today's universities), and they served as important tools of integration for the Armenian elite moving into state offices. Grammar school buildings and their architectural designs in these Armenian towns, however, fundamentally changed the urban landscape. 
In Dumbrăveni, the city’s fortifications were demolished, and the state grammar school was erected in their place in 1899, directly on the main square.


 Besides the absence of towers, the scale was comparable to that of the church. The design of the façade is neo-Baroque, almost Louis Seize (between Rococo and neo-classism)

, which permeated the town's 18th-century public buildings and churches. In Gherla and Gheorgheni, the grammar schools were more clearly separated from their earlier structures.  New buildings in all manners were built, bringing a new style to the townscape that diverged from the Armenians’ Baroque past. In Gherla and Gheorgheni, the grammar school was built on a vacant plot separate from the historical center. The architects were from Budapest: In Gherla, it was Ignácz Alpár, in Gheorgheni, Ambrus Orth and Emil Somló. Orth was the brother-in-law of Alpár, and they even worked together for a time.
 The two buildings, however, followed very different aesthetic principles. The grammar school in Gherla was opened in 1899 and represented the neoclassic branch of historicist architecture with rigorous geometry, and a colonnade closing in tympanum in the middle. Contemporary museums have a reminiscent though dissonant style, as the colonnades don’t form the main entrance but a façade decoration.
 Alpár’s buildings are also  usually characterized by a less harmonious use of historical architectural designs. While such architecture remains contentious, the grammar school succeeded in bringing an element of Budapest into the townscape. The town’s growth in the next few decades hardly matched the grand urban scale. The buildings are primarily eclectic tenement houses. In Gheorgheni, the grammar school was more successfully integrated in the townscape. In 1915, the building was opened on a scale reminiscent of the capital and became an impressive close to the urban architectural ensemble at the turn of the century. Nevertheless, its design adapted to the town’s appearance and local spirit, shifting from eclecticism to Secession. 

“Ernő Salamon’s grammar school building design fits well into the school building program developed by the Ministry of Religion and Public Education in the first decades of the 20th century, which aimed for school buildings to include architectural traditions of the area, adopting to the architectural environment of the local landscape.”
   
Less than a decade earlier, the monumental grammar school in Gherla was a structure that did not match the town’s local appearance and hardly influenced the ethnic character of the townscape. The "Szeklerised" high-pitch roofed building in Gheorgheni, a reflection of the local town, became the crown of the new townscape. This powerful appearance of the Secession style, which not only permeated the grammar school, but also the contemporary residential houses, brought about a change in the town's appearance that overshadowed the Armenians’  architectural history as a bygone era. 
7. 3. From the Armenian House to the Apartment House 
To succinctly capture the Armenian nature of the four locations,  it is not the churches nor the partly demolished and converted public buildings that are most appropriate. They are - no matter how cultural - artworks, finished forms, which the Armenians ordered and called their own. 
For private residences, there is a rather immanent development in the Armenian architecture up until the mid-19th century. There were some cultural adoptions, but the Armenians’ lifestyle marked their homes more than their churches or schools. These houses therefore represent the Armenian Baroque (or Rococo) architecture much better than other structures. The shape and décor of the houses, specifically their relationship
 can be considered the most characteristic carrier of ethnicity in Armenian townscapes. 
“Crowding the architectural elements, the playful, often cumulative decorating mode, the management of sculptural forms are all traits that push Gherla’s Rococo (...) away from Hungarian tastes.”
  
Gherla’s examples inspired Entz’s insight, which was not general of all Armenian houses. Such rich decoration did not occur in Dumbrăveni or the Szekler Land
 colonies. In addition, neither the decoration, nor the house shapes are uniform. Indead, development of the Armenian house cannot be separated from  local building traditions. The most basic endowment was the plot form. The most impressive bourgeois houses of Gherla had relatively broad plots of the width of 18-20 meters where a house could be built with a 12 to 15-meter wide façade, so that even horse-drawn carriages had access to the plot. The latter was an essential requirement, as merchants generally moved large quantities of goods. Stairways to the cellar and the loft typically opened into the courtyard to facilitate commercial activity. This activity also characterized physical features of the house: spacious and massive lofts typically with a mansard roof were suitable for the drying and storing heavy leather, while  vaulted cellar systems filled the space below Armenians’ houses. The wide, three to five-windowed street façade had a decorative gable above which were features unique to Gherla that hinted at Renaissance-Baroque mansion architecture. In Transylvania, the key element of the 16th and 17th-century country mansions was the longitudinal reception area, the atrium, placed in the central axis, to which the rooms connected from the left and right.
 
“By the triumph of the principle of symmetry, haphazardly developed building blocks
 were increasingly overshadowed by the current needs (...) the spread of regular floor plans ceased the differences in level between rooms and living quarters, typical in the Gothic style. The elimination of isolated interior spaces and creation of rooms aligned in a single row facilitated more consistent interior decoration.”
  
The country mansion was an appropriate cultural pattern for the Armenians who integrated into Hungarian nobility, but earlier plot conditions required them to turn the main façade ninety degrees.
  This constrained architectural plans, since original plot allocations did not account for the size of mansion-like buildings. Instead, they were modelled on the surrounding towns’ single-span buildings near the plots’ parameters. This construction method would be expanded later on as an additional wing was added to the opposite side of the plot with the two connected along the street. Thus, the typical Transylvanian (though not unique to this area) 
residential house was born.
 
In Gherla, the aristocratic and civil-bourgeois architectures combined, while a series of subsequent patches, additions, and modifications further complicated the different styles. Houses frequently only had vaulted front or middle rooms, indicating that they may not have been completed simultaneously or according to a uniform plan. Occasionally, a mansion-type house was expanded with a long room
-kitchen-pantry layout. Seeing the wide range of variants, it is hard to imagine that the town was built according to a unified architectural plan. Nevertheless, despite variations, houses’ façades along the street were united by broad Baroque gables, which varied in detail from house to house. 
The wide gables  also provided a pattern in Dumbrăveni where it was carried out in a unique way. The main square was confined by long houses on both sides. The buildings were not connected, as was common elsewhere, instead two adjacent buildings near a plot’s edge received a common roof. This rather unusual solution enabled single-span houses to look double-spanned from the outside. The wide gable was similar to Gherla’s. This "copy of a copy" was possibly the goal in imitating Gherla’s Baroque house gable which itself had been adopted from country mansion architecture.
 
At the same time, in the “Nobles’ street” where such wide gables and Gherla’s residential floorplans would have seemed most appropriate, there are typically structures parallel with the street, with prestigious mansard roof, coupled with a modest wing in the yard.
 Although floor plans differed, a common feature in both towns is the relatively large layout and spacious loft.
 It is clear that Gherla provided the example, which Dumbrăveni’s residents only adapted from the outside. As a result of this partial adaption, buildings on narrow streets were left with double windows where the trussing was not merged with the neighboring building. Without other options, the narrowness of their plots grew these houses upwards, so they received a second story. This house shape is not rare in Dumbrăveni, and 
rather typical in Gheorgheni. The typical Armenian house in these locations followed this pattern. 
In the Szekler settlements, where the Armenians in the 18th century were not permitted to purchase land besides plots for houses, there were limited options for housing development.
  As  Szeklers’ houses stood well inside their property lines, they could lease edges along the street to Armenian merchants. Initially, it is possible that Armenians only built some wooden stalls along these strips of land. At the turn of the 1800s
, however, there were already vaulted stone-built businesses.
 These vaulted shops became the core of the Armenian house in the Szekler Land
, while residential rooms were placed behind, next to, or above the storefront. Such additions can be found in housing developments in Dumbrăveni and Gherla as well, but it only served as a basic kind of expansion. However, in the Szekler Land 
colonies, the addition established the basic shape of the house itself (living rooms added to the shop). As a result of the limited land, expansion was easiest vertically, first in the loft conversion and then by building another level.
 While such buildings were extremely narrow, originally only one and a half rooms, they were an almost tower-like building, very different from the expansive Armenian houses in Gherla. The storied houses strongly influenced the townscape of Gheorgheni, but compared to the number of farm houses, there were not many, and they were only concentrated in a small area of somewhat disorganized land next to the church. Moreover, other types of buildings also existed here because organizing and merging property facilitated horizontal additions for some. These new properties included the "L" shaped plot with two edges either parallel or perpendicular to each other. They became common east of the Church, where there are no traces of divided properties. Buildings on such plots are associated with the latter half of the 19th century. Two, sometimes three windows look out onto the street with a great gate connected to the building. Their main form resembled the houses of Gherla, though they may have simply belatedly adopted other influences. The great-gate design here was also popular in other parts of Transylvania (with or without Armenians) where urbanization influenced rural house designs. The Armenian architecture of Gheorgheni is a unique story, not only because of these buildings, but because of the  narrow, multilevel houses discussed earlier. 
Considering the fundamental realities of housing development, Frumoasa had a similar path to that of Gheorgheni in its initial stages. The acquisition of land was the result of a long process here, and the building material from the surrounding countryside was wood, like the Szeklers’ used. Although urbanization often brought a change in building materials, in Frumoasa this was less consistent than Gheorgheni, which already had more than two hundred stone houses built by 1910.
 These stone houses stood almost exclusively in the Armenian or Armenian-influenced sections. In Frumoasa, there were only thirty stone houses registered in total. Although this is far superior to the average number in surrounding villages, it doesn’t even cover the two streets that can be called Armenian. In Frumoasa, Armenians only began to build vaulted rooms in the mid-19th century (e.g. the ‘Száva House’ according to its 1848 chimney inscription), and these numbers remained small. Most of the Armenian-owned shops had flat ceilings with a beam structure. The late 19th-century wave of urbanization  quickly spread eclectic architecture’s usage of plaster, but the shift of building material was not yet complete. Many houses appear to be made of stone, but this is plaster covering the underlying beam structure.   
The Armenian house had many variations in Gherla, while other styles emerged in the other colonies. From a formal point of view, we can hardly speak of a "typical" Armenian house. There are some architectural principles and peculiarities arising from the historical situation that lend common features to Armenian edifices. Houses geared toward trade were typical building types for Armenians, which differed from other houses in a settlement. Merchants required huge storage spaces, which resulted in large cellars and lofts. Thus, the size of the Armenian merchant house significantly exceeded the usual scale of the neighborhood. The building material was also a common characteristic, as they preferred stone – eventually - even in wooded regions.  The third common feature is the universal influence of the Golden Age in the 18th and 19th centuries, which explained the typical Baroque appearance of Armenian houses. The Baroque’s effect influenced the frequent use of vaults and ornate decoration as well. While Gherla is an outstanding example of this, even in Gheorgheni, the simple peasant Baroque façades are clearly distinct from the Szeklers’ unplastered log-houses. Armenians also played a mediating role between the major architectural styles of the neighborhood’s folk architecture. The relationship between the Armenian Baroque house and three-roomed farmhouses remains uncharted until today. However, because Armenians mostly built single-storied houses, presumably these provided a more direct model for the single-storied vernacular architecture than the urban, multilevel houses.
 The peasant houses in the 19th century in Gherla and the Câmpia Transilvaniei mostly contained two rooms. Partially due to Armenian influence, these houses were extended with a new room, and the entry hall became the center of the new layout. Large farmer houses appeared later, were two spanned, and were reminiscent of Armenian townhouses a century and a half earlier.
 It bears mentioning that the three-roomed and double-span farmhouse layout cannot be attributed to the Armenians alone, as it was not an ethnic peculiarity, but rather a general trend in the embourgeoisement of society.
 Armenians stood out, however, as they adopted and elaborated upon the aristocratic and bourgeois forms of architecture early on (e.g. turning in the building). As a general pattern, the Armenians’ urban constructions in the 18th and 19th centuries strongly influenced the modernization of folk architecture in the immediate vicinity. 
However, what seemed modern at the end of the 19th century, appeared less impressive in hindsight with rapid urbanization at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries. Despite Armenism’s rise in Gherla, the spiritual leaders of the era hardly regarded the Armenian Baroque townscape as noteworthy
. Kristóf Szongott prided himself on the fact that the town hall was demolished on his advice. This had been the most important memory of the civil town from the early 19th century. 
“(...) In 1893, on the request of this work’s author, the General Assembly decided to move the Counsel (...) and the crumbling building was pulled down.”
   
From today's perspective, it is almost incomprehensible 
how easily the modernizing spirit got rid of the town’s marker of cultural history, considering it something old-fashioned and outdated. The half-century between 1870 and 1920 witnessed a clear withdrawal of the three towns’ Armenian character. In particular, urbanization erased many of the exemplary Armenian Baroque buildings. 
In Frumoasa, where the Baroque had not significantly characterized the architecture, it was a slightly different situation. During the urbanization in the late 19th century, the Armenian house design was aligned with the era’s architectural fashion. As previously mentioned, the village became a district center, and after 1870, the town’s former, mostly wooden buildings were gradually replaced. The railway expansion gave enormous impetus to the works, attracting highly skilled masons to the area. 
The bourgeoisie architecture of the period oriented itself outward towards the street, while the private sphere remained within the visually enclosed back yard.
 House architecture and usage was a telling manifestation of the society’s fortunes. Under the porch, a coachman for the family normally had a room, and the house maid slept up in the kitchen or in a small, adjoining room. The building type consisted of 2x3 rooms facing the street with four or five windows. The entrance to the shop room opened from here. This may be called the ideal type of bourgeois residence, and even Armenian families who could not afford a new house tried to emulate it. Today’s eclectic street façades in the Market Street mostly cover the previous wooden house structures. 
In Frumoasa, the Armenian house form cannot be considered a late imitation of the Armenian Baroque. Its space structure followed the bourgeois patterns of the 19th century with spacious lounges, verandas, and service rooms separated from the flat. However, from a socio-historical perspective, there are some similarities between the Baroque and bourgeois Armenian house types, as both acted as mediators in their respective times and places.  The 18th-century Armenian house turned the country mansion into an urban house. Nearly one hundred and fifty years later in Frumoasa, the Armenians employed an urban house form in the rural environment. These house types also had common commercial functions with similar results in shape: dexterously built basement level and shop room on the street front. 
The turn of the century bourgeois architecture in Frumoasa might be considered an ethnic expression because the settlement’s upper classes who commissioned it 
were almost exclusively Armenian. In Dumbrăveni, the bourgeois architecture also gained ground strikingly, but here the builders were not only Armenian. Along the promenade leading to the barracks and around the Palace of Justice, villas were built that indicated the overall civil-bureaucratic culture derived from the town's administrative ranks.
The end of the 19th century brought novelty to the townscape, not only for the villas but for the tenement housing as well. The tenement houses are usually regarded as metropolitan, although they had predecessors in the local architecture’s history. 
  With the merging of plots and buildings, by the mid-19th century, the hotels and inns had brought a shift in scale to the townscape. In Gheorgheni, the Rubin Hotel’s present interior - a Saxon settler’s accomplishment - clearly shows the borders of the former Armenian buildings.
 In Gherla, a hotel also transformed the northern façade of the town square as well. Later, this hotel became the prototype for the many provincial tenement and apartment buildings, which were considered " metropolitan” in comparison to their surroundings.
 
With exception, the tenement buildings are multileveled. In Gheorgheni, a decree stipulated that only multilevel houses could be built on the town square. Construction in Gherla indicates that similar legislation may have been in place there as well.
 One innovation was the tendency for ground-floor premises that faced the street to become wholly or partly semi-private spaces, where cafes, shops, restaurants, banks operated
. The apartments were located on the second story. The tenement house
 faces the street with a closed façade, the opposite of earlier Armenian architecture. Gates broke up the line of houses, allowing more breeze into the streetscape. The gate remained an important feature in the new residential design, becoming a covered, corridor-like passage to the courtyard. The courtyard itself also changed, serving simultaneously as a semi-private space, a public space, a gateway, and meeting place for the tenants. Two key elements of courtyards’ new appearances were the staircases and gangways leading to the flats.  
In principle, this urban residence design can be observed in small-town adoptions
. Here, though, properties were not completely filled, which made the apartments lighter. The builders were usually the owners themselves, which meant that properties remained almost untouched and merging plots was rare.  The wide, 30 to 40-meter long façades are considered exceptionally uniform. As opposed to the sudden appearance of the public buildings’ grand forms, provincial tenement buildings preferred more gradual enlargement along the former scale. 
In addition to these more general descriptions, local particularities could also be observed. In Gherla and Dumbrăveni, a rather moderate eclecticism existed with a small local variation. Corner turrets highlighted the otherwise schematically simple façade. In Gherla, the credit bank building indicated both mechanical 
adoptation 
and diminishing influence of the city model.
 In Gheorgheni, tenement constructions were the most dynamic with their diverse, contrasting façades. The local character can even be felt within the eclectic styles and designs, but it culminated in the appearance of Art Nouveau
. The extremely vivid townscape involved animated wall surfaces, overhanging balconies, and façade ornamentation that broke away from previously preferred window divisions. The creative, decorative spirit that had characterized Gherla in the 18th century was transferred to Gheorgheni at the turn of the century. The bourgeois families of Armenian descent played a crucial role in this boom. The two most typical buildings of the main square are the Novak House, a former pharmacy and today’s mayoral office, and the Vákár House, both built by Armenians.
 There is no Armenian Secessionist style, but these buildings’ exaggerated Hungarian style stood out from their surroundings, almost overemphasizing the Armenian national commitment. 

8. ARMENIAN TOWNSCAPES
In summary, we will attempt to interpret the visual context of the early 20th-century Armenian townscape. Compared to previous chapters, where the townscapes themselves were analyzed, this chapter’s methodology will focus on the relations of the urban architectural ensemble.
 We will try to understand the context of the settlements’ heritage rather than the history of the individual edifices and architectural elements (such as property shape or house type). We reflect on the impact that the townscape has on an observer moving within it. A townscape is a work of art that we can walk around, a feature that makes it special. When interpreting early 20th-century townscapes, past experiences can only be reconstructed to a certain degree, even when spatial designs and structures of Armenian centers, some which stagnated long ago, still survive today. As a fundamental feature, churches have mostly survived, although the space is sometimes fundamentally changed. In Gherla, the great church, for example, rose among a ring of merchant halls in the early 20th century. It stands freely to this day, even as its Baroque wall has been removed. At the beginning of the 21st century, people naturally use these spaces differently than a hundred years ago. The population’s composition has also radically changed in the former, Armenian centers. The Armenian element has almost disappeared, sometimes along with the urban middle classes, especially in Dumbrăveni and Frumoasa.
 Consequently, several significant features that existed at the turn of the century, like the promenade, cafes, skating rink, and casino, are no longer part of the townscape. 
When we describe the historical townscapes, we cannot rely solely on their currently visible states. Evidence such as historical postcards help reconstruct the missing details to a certain extent, and postcards from Gherla and Gheorgheni have proven particularly useful for this work for different reasons. Blocks of residential flats expanded these small towns in the 1960s and 1970s, redrawing the townscape as a whole and redefining the relationship with the landscape. It is crucial to interpret settlementscapes with a flexible chronological and spatial methodology, as past and present views are projected on each other. 
8. 1. The Skyline
The urban skyline defines a settlement’s embeddedness in its landscape.
 In art history, its predecessor was the “veduta,” a painting or print, which captured the townscape embedded in the framework of the landscape. The skyline displays the relationship of the town, the townspeople, and the landscape. The town can have several skylines, depending on how one approaches it, whether from a surrounding hill or at the street level. Settlementscape analyses usually seek to demonstrate the diversity of the skyline
.
  Thanks to representations from vedute (pl.), we can trace how important settlements develop a typical appearance that becomes iconic. Skylines are a socially fixed 
vision.
 The essence of the socially fixed skyline is permanence. It does not seek to explore new vistas, but repeats the same image as an easily recognizable leitmotiv. To establish the socially recorded skyline of these towns, postcards play an important role to trace the evolution of earlier townscapes that vedute first depicted. But while vedute generally captured the skyline in the landscape, postcards had no such rule of thumb. In fact, very often the opposite can be observed, where the built, urban environment is over-emphasized to highlight the town’s developed, modern appearance. 
At the turn of the century, a common feature of Armenian towns was their openness to the surrounding landscape. This was mostly due to the fact that none of the settlements were too large and the topographical conditions were favorable. The houses congregated in a deeper part of a river valley. The surrounding landscape constantly appeared at the end of short streets leading out of town. As Dumbrăveni and Gherla lie in shallower valleys, only gentle ridges rise beyond the town boundaries. There were vineyards or orchards on the hillsides, and tree-ringed pastures replaced deforested regions. Above Frumoasa and Gheorgheni, the alpine landscape appears above the village. The Székely-inhabited parts of the village follow the steep streambed up the mountainside. These steep streets are considered monuments of Armenian urban architecture, as during the Armenians’ early stages of colonization, proximity to roads leading across the Carpathians was crucial. 

The historical development of the street network did not move up, but instead led down towards the river. Regional roads all ran here. However, Armenian towns seemed to have an ambivalent relationship with the major national roads as if they had shunned their immediate surroundings
. The Armenism ideologists believed that the Armenians’ isolated lifestyle explained this.
 There is no doubt that towns without transit traffic and fewer outsiders could provide more security and coziness to a foreign colony
. Parallel with the Armenians’ integration, however, Gherla had the county road 
lead directly into the town, largely dissolving its isolation. A similar process took place in Gheorgheni when the main square was moved west and the properties along the national road were built up. The turn-of-the-century town, spreading along the long-distance roads, was no longer the isolated 18th-century Armenian settlement. The most sprawling structure exists in Gheorgheni, where the sawmills settled about three kilometers away from the 18th-century Armenian church. A long street connected the railway with the Armenian town, and its inner plots had villas, the outer plots had peasant houses. This outgoing street is now barely perceptible as the "Flower district,”
 a block of flats, was built behind it in the second half of the 20th century. The blocks of flats pulled the town down into the valley, so the original Armenian town center - overshadowed by the turn of the century - became a peripheral position.
Compared to Gheorgheni, Dumbrăveni’s expansion was not significant even at the turn of the century. It stood scattered in the landscape without train station or industrial plant. The major landscape feature is the bridge over the Küküllő Stream where the historical town boundary is still sharp today. At the turn of the century it
 stood alone in the field called “Apple orchard” (Almáskert), which was utilized for orchards and a floodplain hayfield. Dividing Almáskert into plot allocations only started in the last decades of the 20th century, typically by building plots near the roadside. Today’s access road in Dumbrăveni looks like Gheorgheni’s from a hundred years ago. Consequently, while in Gheorgheni, the Armenian town center remains hidden from the railway, in Dumbrăveni the Armenian architectural monuments are still pronounced in its skyline. Coming from the flat floodplain near the river, the church rises high above the town’s old buildings as a monument. Considering its main features, the church not only marked the townscape at the turn of the century, but the end of the 18th century as well.
In Gherla, the great Armenian Church has also remained dominant in the skyline, although the relationship of transport axes and the river valley have become very different. The country road led into the town, and after the railway track was built instead of urban parks, the town's early growth trend also changed. The train cut the vineyards off from the downtown, and only a few pathways ran here.  A significant portion of the vineyards and orchards were therefore abandoned by the end of the late 19th century. Bare hillsides and young woods are in their place today. Since 1990, more and more building plots have appeared. The hillside opens to the town’s distinctive skyline, which was often recorded even at the turn of the 19th century. The changes are striking, but not drastic. The most distinctive element remains the great Armenian Church, whose influence was not eliminated by the four and five-storied block of flats. On the other hand, the urban environment around the other Armenian church, the Solomon Church, has changed fundamentally. Not only the nave but the tower sink into the block of flats built around them. The Franciscan double-towered church once marked the changing ethnic identity of the downtown as Armenians’ dominance weakened. Today, the Romanian Orthodox Church bears witness to the 20th-century ethnic transformations on the edge of the downtown. However, the most compelling change to the urban fabric occurred with the block of flats’ construction. In the 1980s
, houses were built in the area between the town core and the railway station, separating the townscape from the train station. At the turn of the century, the street mostly consisted of single-story houses and led to the station from the Armenian town’s main square where many closely built houses had numerous levels. The Todorffy House used to stand on this square as a major monument of the Armenian Baroque.
 The block of flats changed the townscape substantially in the immediate vicinity of the main square as they were built on a different scale. 
A much bigger block of flats was placed on the southern end of town and was implemented as a greenfield project. Its role in the Armenian townscape was not insignificant, as in the scenery revealing from the river, it had no - unlike in Dumbrăveni- definite Armenian elements any longer, as it was at the turn of the 19th century
.
In the two free royal cities, the great churches in the centers and the townhouses clustered around them have maintained their dominant role as cultural symbols in the townscape in the face of modern transformations. The situation in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa is different, where the Armenian colony’s church was not dominant in the streetscape at the beginning of the 20th century. In Frumoasa, mostly Armenian merchants and bureaucrats lived in the center, but the church crowning the main street (Piac Szer - Market site) belonged to the Szeklers. This merging of townscapes was similar in Gheorgheni, where Armenian houses, distinctly built to facilitate their commercial business, preserve the cultural heritage and today surround the Szekler Catholic Church. While this melding of buildings expresses the amalgamation of Gheorgheni’s Szekler-Armenian elite in the early 19th century, in Frumoasa, these two groups remained rivals.
When the skylines are compared in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa, the differences are striking. At the turn of the century, postcards portrayed Gheorgheni as an urbanized town. The streetscape reveals the market place, and the surrounding mountains rarely appear in the background. The urbanized Gheorgheni tried to obscure its landscape. On the Csobot Mountain, a thousand meters above the town stands St. Anne’s twin chapel from the 18th century (one Roman Catholic, the other Armenian Catholic), which could have symbolized the town.
 In Gheorgheni, however, the townscape and the landscape were treated as separate categories. One represented the development of everyday life, the other the evolving orientation to Lacul Roșu Lake and the Cheile Bicazului Pass. The landscape of rural harmony provided a nice contrast in Frumoasa, attracting the photographers. There are also streetscape representations here, but the landscape was composed with the skyline. Contemporary photographs reveal the urban-like Armenian houses in the high street as well as the cultivated, terraced hillsides and opening Carpathian forest, which was sometimes more pronounced than the street itself. Other images display the landscape itself as the main theme. The settlement only appears in the front, with barns beyond the village.  This kind of rural landscape was associated more with the Szekler village than the Armenian colony. Remarkably, postcard makers did not try to represent the rural idyll of the rich, village-like landscapes of Gheorgheni nor Dumbrăveni’s urbanity with its streetscapes, independent of the landscape, were raised to be social skylines. Landscape and town merged into skyline in Gherla alone. This was not only due to the actual location of the town. There were also several panoramic views, where the skylines emphasized the harmony between town and landscape. Dumbrăveni’s location 
is almost entirely the same as that of Gherla. Here, the dominant element is the Armenian great church 
built on the gentle ridges surrounding the settlement, which reveal its skyline in the valley. The blocks of the state institutions are scattered around the Church. Behind the church the wide river valley also appears, and the hill country continues across the valley. All of this lends a gentle basin character to the town’s landscape. The same basin-like nature exists in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa, though in both locations narrow valley bottoms and a steep, mountainous landscape give more direct closure to the horizon than the relatively distant wreath of hills.  
Overall, despite similar natural features, these did not necessarily create similar social skylines. In Frumoasa, the Armenian houses appeared in an emphatically rural environment, whereas, Gheorgheni’s urban fabric is dominant. Dumbrăveni and Gherla also have different cultural skylines, even though both are situated in a broad valley basin and in a nearly identical landscape. Dumbrăveni was the less urbanized, but still emphasized its urban character and ignored the surrounding landscape. In contrast, Gherla was the "Armenian Metropolis” and the social skyline nevertheless represented the harmony of the town and the surrounding landscape, which was ingrained in the public consciousness.  
8. 2. Streets and Squares  
Two seemingly contradictory features strongly characterize the Armenian streetscape. On the one hand, the Armenian streetscape is an imprint of the local vernacular architecture, on the other hand, it has also integrated urban designs from larger cities. This is the most striking in Gherla where the local mansion architecture merged with the decorative styles of the masters from Cluj, Austria, and South Bohemia. Another essential feature is how the traditional (medieval), middle-class ethos defined the Armenian urban streetscapes, even affecting the urban palaces of the merchant-elite who had been ennobled. By the beginning of the 19th century, the public buildings built in the streetscapes barely differed in size and ornamentation from the bourgeoisie houses. They were expedient rather than representative. Only the church architecture in Dumbrăveni and Gherla from the second half of the 18th century served as exceptions. Compared to this, thematic streetscape transformations at end of the 19th century changed the towns’ appearances by rearranging the proportions. State investments exceeded the earlier Baroque absolutist heritage and also broke away from the scale of contemporaneous private works. 

As concerns the Armenian Baroque heritage, neither in Gherla or Dumbrăveni is there such an intensive building level that occur in the medieval royal towns (closed, storied street lines)
. They remained rural in appearance, they were hardly village-like
. New towns in the 1700s were generally characterized by the conscious dissolution of the crowded structures characterizing earlier eras.
  Building along the property line perfectly encapsulated this trend. Because interior courtyard was wide enough for loading carts, the streets became less crowded. There was also a ban on sale in public spaces. This served to keep the public spaces (especially the main square) for market grounds
. The 18th-century squares may seem vast by today's standards, but in their own era, they conformed to the scale of the seasonal fairs
. 
The appearance of permanent shop premises transformed the function of public spaces around the mid to late 19th century. The Armenian citizenry followed the trends of the period and began to landscape the public spaces early on. The urban public parks in town today remind us of their Armenian heritage: both in size (mirroring the former function of the space as fairgrounds), and their modified usage 
(civil public park). 
At the turn of the century, parks in the urban landscape were almost more important than the eclectic architectural style.
 While eclecticism typically emerged in purely peasant villages, parks indicated the expansion of civic life with new relations of public spaces (leisure and recreation). It is no coincidence that Gherla prioritized landscaping as it adopted urban designs and patterns. Landscaping the marketplace was just one part of a larger park system. Local elite proudly referred to the huge public park in the Someș floodplain as the "little Schönbrunn."
 The park had rich garden architecture, which served certain representational purposes for the citizens, not unlike the Baroque ornamentation of their grandfathers’ era.  The rich Baroque stone carvings 
were decorative elements in an otherwise basically rural architectural design, the house standing at the property edge, just as a relatively modest provincial town of 6,000-7,000 enjoyed the promenade
.
The tension between the modern and the provincial appears everywhere in the Armenian townscapes, which was a direct result of their mediating role and minority existence.  Their long-distance commercial relations and the later opening of state offices in town helped the Armenian civil elite have direct contacts with the age’s cultural centers. The scale and urban sophistication of their towns were often irrevocably linked to the region’s environmental and social characteristics. 
The most spectacular architectural manifestation of this tension is the Armenian Baroque house 
in Gherla. The lively, rococo-like spirit typical during the Baroque in Gherla was condensed in a relatively modest-sized façade. Ornamentation became a dominant feature in the streetscape. After framing two or three windows, there was little wall space left vacant. This contrasted with medieval streetscapes, where the closed, multilevel street façades had plenty of room for the ornaments
. Consequently, such window framing, generally a Baroque leitmotif, seems to be a unique element of Armenian house façades. As single-level buildings, the house gables also received other designs, such as a sculpture niche or voluta. The ornate gate frames standing by the buildings enhance the uniqueness of the appearance. The basic form here was local, as throughout Transylvania, carriage gateways were built next to houses.  The design, however, was ornate and mirrored Baroque palaces. As the gate was separate from the main structure, it stood out in the townscape. The multilevel Baroque building contained the gate within the building complex, where it nevertheless remained independent from the structure, as if a street sculpture. The Armenian Baroque’s main characteristics included relatively small architectural forms, connected with variable, generously designed decorative elements that were at times independent from each other. This tension was repeated between the towns’ smaller architectural scale and the churches’ monumentality as well as between the prestigious public buildings and modest tenement houses. It also appeared in features such as between the grand parks and small town provincialism at the turn of the century. Compared to Gherla, this contrast was not as sharp in the rest of the Armenian centers either in the Baroque or in later eras. In Dumbrăveni, the great temple 
was immense, but the level of bourgeois decoration hardly reached that of Gherla. Only the houses standing in the Nemesek (Nobles’) street with façades occupying the entire property and gateways placed about the center, received ornate Baroque decoration. The streetscape effect of these buildings matched later eclectic structures. The marketplace had a much rural image, although houses with broad façades also stood here. The façades had provincial decorations: window framings, cascading jutting ledges, and gables with only vent windows. The typical Baroque gables ornate with volutas were absent, instead, there were only half-hipped roofs close the building. Gates juxtaposed with the houses and had simple plastered stone frames typical of the neighboring Saxon towns and villages. The gate doors were more ornate than the frame itself. 
There is similar, reduced Baroque architecture in some preserved houses in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa. In an era of unplastered wooden houses, even the simpler Louis XVI
 façades looked magnificent. As a ‘middleman’ ethnic group, Armenians’ mediating role on architectural styles was realized on a modest scale here. Their buildings connected the local architecture with the urban trends and created a completely new and unique character. The Armenian street in Gheorgheni was all the more interesting because it grew upwards as a result of the narrow property allocations. Thus, compared to the more urbanized Gherla, the vertical growth of the townscape started much earlier here, though in a simpler form, which looked like farmhouses were superposed. It is not a unique, multilevel building type, but a solution resulting from the lack of space. Wherever possible, buildings generally extended horizontally. This custom of adding multiple levels was deeply rooted in the townscape of Gheorgheni. After the 1900s, the new eclectic houses in the town square were only allowed to be built with upper stories. Some of the houses on the main square have preserved the original arches 
as well (e.g. the Rubin House), which reveal historical transitions in architecture. 
At the turn of the century, house construction conformed closely to past building methods and styles in several cities. In Gherla and Dumbrăveni, the modification of the main square progressed plot by plot, a few even merging, and a similar process can be observed in Frumoasa on a smaller scale. All this resulted in a streetscape rhythm where plot width remained while the streetscape became closed and denser. The visual fusion of the eclectic façades was also a fundamental difference to the former streetscape. The Baroque buildings usually flanked the whole street. The tapered gable gave a vertical closure to a building, while the gates connected and detached it from the neighboring building. Each plot was an independent entity, and thus it joined the streetscape as a whole
. At the turn of the century, houses became part of the house lines
. It is particularly striking in the case of the tenement buildings, planned up to the roof, which led surrounding buildings to stand fast adjacently. (that is why, the ridge was more appropriately parallel with the street, since the drain water may leak on a house walls when broken)
. With the town's aesthetic changes, we see the abandonment of the previously aristocratic and hierarchical way of life. 
In the 1700s, Armenian families formed dynasties
. The townhouse was a small castle indicating the family’s wealth and status. Construction was thus a status symbol, whereby houses were unbelievably expensive and more ornate than necessary. A similar mentality prevailed in the countryside’s urban scale, which was also motivated by status symbols and representations of wealth.
 Because of the smaller scale and the lack of space, such small, simplified castles or palaces were also more practical; commercial merchandise was stored here, and some even included a shop room. Therefore, the representative Baroque nature of the town cores mingled with the Armenians’ commercial activity, which culminated in market halls with stately colonnades, behind which were narrow shops. Armenian architecture conformed to both the representative trends of the 1700s as well as commercial realities. The former was more important as it also masked the commercial ethos foreign to aristocratic (and Szekler) values. Thus, Armenians tried to decrease the distance between the host population 
and their own value system and way of life, through the adoption of the local architectural 
forms. It’s perhaps no coincidence that Dumbrăveni was less active in implementing decorative, Baroque styles.  In its environment, among the Saxon Land’s towns, commerce had had its own centuries-old status, which required no overemphasis on the noble designs to cover that. 
The 19th century brought profound changes. The capitalist spirit infused towns with more commercial ambitions. The ornate colonnades were built into market halls, which also had shop windows. At the end of the 19th century, the former Armenian Baroque townscape gradually gave way to new urban scales. Buildings only survived if their proportions corresponded to the needs of the 19th century (e.g. the Armenian palaces in Gherla), or where a shift in urban development dispatched former Armenian houses to the suburbs (Gheorgheni, Dumbrăveni). Elsewhere, the new system of tenement houses and prestigious state structures became prevalent. In the traditional Armenian streetscape, private buildings and public constructions - excluding churches - represented approximately the same architectural level and tradition. In many cases, the quality of the bourgeois mansions actually surpassed the public buildings. At the turn of the century, this all changed, as public buildings represented a larger scale, and a higher-level of architecture. This was inseparable from the Armenians’ new position in society. From their foreign origins, the Armenians had become members of the feudal
 elite, then committed nationalists for Hungarian independence, and during the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy high-level functionaries and bureaucrats, fulfilling positions in barracks, courts, prisons, or grammar schools that their earlier status hardly warranted. At the turn of the century, huge offices and schools represented the relationship of the Armenians with the Hungarian nation state in the townscape. In contrast with the previous town structure, the huge buildings arising from the surrounding one or two-story houses seemed as though they were embassies from the emerging metropolis of Budapest. This contrast was undoubtedly the most spectacular in Dumbrăveni, though it was also striking in rapidly-developing Gheorgheni despite retaining the small-town scale generally characteristic of the era. The new buildings meant more than other new elements in the townscape. Their emergence was closely linked to the transformation of the former urban center, with the rearrangement of the relationship between the suburbs and the Armenian town core. 
The former town center was calm and without contrast, and its main square was clearly at the town’s center. In Gheorgheni, this view followed the market square towards the Catholic church, with Armenian merchant houses in the foreground. In Gherla, the early 19th-century center contained the great church which was surrounded by a ring of town houses, the market hall, and town hall in the front, similar to Dumbrăveni. In the main square, the town condensed to a single point, cramming all private, commercial, and sacred spaces together. This urban architecture faithfully expressed the social organization, privileges, and ultimately closed nature of the early 19th-century Armenian colonies; they represented the church’s and the town’s political autonomy and more generally the feudal and commercial rights of guilds. The Armenian colonies were also sharply separated from buildings representing the feudal aristocracy such as the Gherla Castle and the Apafi Castle in Dumbrăveni. It was also very typical that the biggest landowners in the Depresiunea Giurgeului Basin, the Lázár family, lived outside their nearby town in a Renaissance-styled castle.
 Even the Benedek family who lived in town had an - otherwise modest - mansion that was not an integral part of the emerging merchant town.
  In fact, the Armenian colonies in the 18th century built up the medieval autonomous merchant town in a Baroque style. The peculiarity of the Armenian urban Baroque architectural appearance stems from this dual nature. 
Moreover, it was essential in the Armenian townscapes that they organically integrated the local 
church constructions. The citizens in a number of medieval towns fought for autonomy against the Church, which often led to double town squares, for example, in Brašov.
 The integration of the temple and the temple square into the townscape happened later, as solutions in the developing (typically planned) bourgeois towns.
 The Armenian colonies adopted this mature form wherever possible, most notably  in Gherla and Dumbrăveni.
Armenians’ sacred constructions also served an important role in emphasizing the population’s loyalty to the new union with the Roman Catholic Church. The town square and the other the square 
were almost crowded with sacred features such as temples, chapels, and crosses. The Armenians not only united with the Roman Catholic Church, they also actively represented the Counter-Reformation spirit in Protestant regions. In a real and symbolic sense, Armenian towns played a similar role to the residentiary bishopry seats or Jesuit monasteries in certain territories’ Catholic reorganization. This was not necessary in the mostly Catholic Szekler Land
, which may explain why the colonies’ churches failed to become the main feature of the town - Szekler churches had already fulfilled this role. 
The novelty of the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries lay in the fact that new architectural trends and city layouts opened the enclosed, medieval town structures and inspired social, commercial, and physical movement, as new town designs were linked to long-distance roads and railways as well as other nationalities as well. Since typically peasant populations lived on the outskirts, streetscapes were also rustic. The rural suburb immediately adjacent to urbanized centers - without transitioning - appears in nearly all Armenian colonies. In addition, these rural streets meandered greatly in contrast to the well planned and highly regulated Armenian streets. Armenian streets were transparent, spacious, and as straight as possible, while in the suburbs, there was no main street or squares, and the short and winding streets almost met by accident. This pattern of close rural zones connected to urban cores appeared in non-Armenian communities as well; however, in the Armenian towns, these rural settlement parts did not belong to the ethnic make-up of the urban core, but were more frequently connected to formerly important castles or palaces or to the stream bank in the Szekler settlements. Thus, the (Armenian) town and (other nationalities’) rural zones had no organic relationship, such as widening street mouths through which the two types of settlements could have contacted each other. Instead, a seemingly insignificant side street without any structural transition typically linked these two side-by-side communities. Turn-of-the-century construction work only reinforced this contrast, though new buildings were eventually located at the meeting points, such as the grammar schools in Gherla and Dumbrăveni and the church in Frumoasa. These grand buildings, too large even in relation to the Armenian center, towered over the village-like streets like impermeable walls.
In the overall picture, however, the turn of the century did not only emphasize segregation, but fostered integration as well. In Gheorgheni, the Kossuth Lajos Street that leads to the railway merged the town center, the villa district, and peasant village. In Dumbrăveni, a new town district was established by the Orthodox and Protestant churches, closely related to the town core. In Gherla, both Hungarians and Romanians moved to the Armenian town core in growing numbers. Segregation and integration on display in the townscapes expressed the early 20th-century’s ambiguities and social tensions. The Armenian majority increasingly dwindled in Gheorgheni and Frumoasa, and in Dumbrăveni and Gherla, their large minority population became a shrinking diaspora. Their assimilation seemed inevitable. However, it was crucial which social class they moved into. As part of the "alliance" concluded with the Hungarian state administration, the grammar schools guaranteed access (for certain honorary positions) to the local middle classes, which remained largely Armenian. The grammar schools and other public institutions thus indirectly expressed the total transformation of the Armenian commercial elite into a new class separate from its former, feudal character. The state palaces towering over peasant houses can therefore be called symbols of the segregation. Of course, these institutions on their own were not able to stop the ethnic transformation of the towns’ appearance. In fact, in many cases, they achieved the opposite effect. As government offices opened to the local elite, Armenian migration towards bigger towns accelerated.
 
Migration was aggravated by Armenians’ natural decline and assimilation, which generated such population decline in the local Armenian communities that it made the occupation of their former urban spaces impossible. This naturally led to the isolation of the Armenian town center, as other nationalities purchased their vacated houses. Illustrative of this process was the Karátsonyi Palace, the Armenians’ most important palace in Gherla, which became a Greek orthodox seminary early in the 20th century.
 The Armenian town was opened up to immigrants from the suburbs and surrounding villages, who more and more took the initiative to move here. The former Armenian townscape became more mixed. Churches of other denominations appeared, former peasant populations settled near the downtown, bringing new
 vernacular architecture along. 
Changing demographic conditions and internal migration started to generate new motifs in the urban design. While former, closed towns used the main square as a more festive, "fair" grounds, new towns developed the concept of the main street. The main street suited the newly organized relations between downtown and suburbs better than the main square. As the main street could, in principle, be extended indefinitely, it was spatially able to reach the suburbs, which were providing towns’ with increasingly important demographic reserves. In Gherla, the Víz (Water) street was built at this time to connect the main square with the high street, which had previously led through the square and linked the Armenian town with the village below the castle for two centuries. In Gheorgheni, the marketplace built a street towards the railway serving a similar high street purpose. In Dumbrăveni, the villa quarter leading to the barracks developed into a high street, although it functioned as a promenade with little integrative function compared to other sites. The high street inspired movement as opposed to the town square. There was no fixed center, just stops and usually churches. By the turn of the century, there were more and more shops. The most typical building in the high street is the trading house
 with shop premises occupying the entire width of the property and a roof parallel with the street. This new streetscape was not characteristic of the Armenians. While merchant houses of the 1700s and 1800s represented one of the Armenians’ most important occupations, at the turn of the century, the retail trade was passing out of Armenian hands. Frumoasa was an exception to this, where the market street was still clearly under Armenian control. Elsewhere, however, the main street became the scene of Armenian assimilation into the new civic forms in town. As Hungarians took control of government after 1867, Armenians became an ethnicity of special history and bourgeois values, underpinning the ethnic structure of the town. Commerce was only secondary to new, civil values, so main street commerce naturally passed to other ethnic groups, mainly Jews and Saxons. The colorful world of the mixing nationalities in the main streets starkly contrasted the earlier, closed Armenian main square. Turn-of-the-century townscapes were less characterized by the Armenians compared to their earlier, 18th-century colonies. But it is precisely this, which perfectly encapsulates this last phase of the Armenian integration into the Transylvanian society. 

SUMMARY
The basic purpose for comparing Armenian town architecture in Transylvania is not to reproduce descriptions of the architecture, but to discover the social and economic expressions captured by municipal layouts and architectural designs. Previous research has had different objectives, which have primarily aimed to undertake cadasters to protect heritage sites, or generally establish townscape conservation measures on a scientific basis. No author has yet undertaken a comprehensive comparison before, although almost all provide advice on how to approach the general topic of Armenian architecture in Transylvania
. The authors all agree that we cannot talk about a single “Transylvanian Armenian style” in architecture or streetscape because of the high degree of formal differences between settlements. This study upends this paradigm, by demonstrating that the superficially different forms contain similarities in the social context. Thus, despite formal differences, these townscapes bore common characteristics as well. The integration model of the migrant ethnic minorities was the work’s methodological starting point. An increasing number of socio-historical studies published in recent years have defined and employed the integration model, which in this work provides a clear progression for Armenians in Transylvania from their initial status as foreigners, to their feudal integration, and finally to their involvement in Hungarian national development. These socio-historical phases conformed to the region’s architectural eras as well. Utilizing this explanatory principle and concentrating on social history and on Armenians’ minority existence, this work first reviewed Gherla, where the architectural history has been explored the most. We have found that migration formed a prolonged period, and due to the Armenians’ migratory nature, unique architectural elements in the early era of settlement are difficult to discern. We regard the sheer fact as its final result that it designated the town’s location and layout in the early 18th century
. The key feature of their towns in this era was their duality, which reflected the hybrid of local building methods and long-distance commercial relations with the influx of western influences and intense Catholic sentiments. The construction of prestigious public buildings in the third period reflected Armenians’ successful integration into the emerging framework of the Hungarian nation-state. Gherla’s ideal example influenced trends in other sites, although each Armenian colony discovered its own solutions to the challenges of integration in each period. 

The result of immigration was a fixed location, which became a starting point for many later processes.
 The Armenian elite, interested in engaging in long-distance commerce, considered the gaps in the mountain ranges surrounding the Transylvanian Basin to be ideal locations. In the 16th and 17th centuries, however, these were largely occupied by a dense network of settlements, forcing Armenians to settle near mountain passes in the less urbanized Szekler Land
. The northern and southern gaps remained closed to the Armenians, dominated as they were by Saxon towns. Thus, Armenians occupied the open spaces of royal territory (later demesnes of the royal treasury). In the early 18th century, therefore, the Armenian colonies were islands wedged into the Transylvanian town networks. By the beginning of the 19th century, they were gradually integrated into the settlement network through the acquisition of feudal privileges and later political emancipation. This, however, brought varying degrees of success. While possibilities in the Szekler Land 
were almost limitless, the densely settled network of Saxon towns left little room for developing their own space. The towns inhabited by Armenian colonies were eventually able to stabilize their position at the turn of the century (with strong state support), becoming medium-sized towns with important administrative tasks or serving as district seats.
Similar to their integration into Transylvania’s town network, their settlements and buildings also integrated into the local culture. In all cases, the 18th-century Armenian colonies formed “outside the walls” as physical and social spaces isolated from already existing structures. In their general progression, these external sites not only integrated into the regional settlement structures but became centers in their own right. This process took on different forms, from planned layout to spontaneously settling. In the early 19th century, these emerging Armenians centers were still very clearly detached from the rest of the settlements. Part of this isolation stemmed from the fact that the local Szekler, Hungarian, Romanian, and Saxon populations mostly lived from agriculture
, while the Armenians preferred commerce and handicrafts. Commerce led to the emergence of differing town and building designs, such as designated market places and fairgrounds as well as storage facilities and later permanent shop premises in public and private buildings. Within each settlement, the feudal order and different religious affiliations further drove Armenian/non-Armenian segregation. 
The emerging mid-19th-century bourgeois establishment partially alleviated and partially reified segregation. By this time, however, the Armenian colonies’ growth reserves were exhausted. At the turn of the century, Armenian centers partially dissolved into the fabric of the surrounding suburbs. Armenians became increasingly synonymous with the local bourgeois classes, as opposed to the non-Armenian, peasant zones (the bourgeoisie included a large mix of nationalities, but they were conscious of their Armenian origins). The last spatial embodiment of feudal segregation was the cemetery. 
When studying building design and construction patterns, we can only discern evidence of two eras, as no monuments exist today from the settlement era of the late 17th and early 18th centuries. The earliest buildings can be dated to the 18th century, though there is a sharp division between the church architecture of this period and small number of remaining houses. These early buildings were characterized by the Armenians’ adoption of local patterns. Local craftsmen constructed the temples and houses in the first half of the 1700s, which clearly displayed the various regions’ architectural traditions. For the Armenians, this adoption meant increasing their local legitimacy. Nevertheless, their architectural idiosyncrasies, such as the walled fortress church, became a unique symbol of their minority status. 
By the latter half of the 18th century, the Armenians became mediators and conduits of different architectural styles. The architecture of their churches and residences forged connections with the era’s cultural centers. As a “mediating minority,” the Armenians had a tangible impact on the era’s architecture. Townhouses had the greatest obvious effect, since here Armenians transformed aristocratic - and to some extent urban - designs, providing a model for the surrounding vernacular architecture. Exemplary features include gangways, the layout of floorplans, and the general spread of permanent building materials (rather than wood). 
The second major architectural era (late 19th century) also shows evidence of the role Armenians played in mediating different building styles and urban designs. While churches were no longer built in this era, at the turn of the century, countless Armenian builders served as intermediaries constructing works that balanced metropolitan patterns with local circumstances. This was particularly apparent in rural Frumoasa.  
Other details also define the concept of the Armenian settlement, such as their embeddedness into the landscape. Szekler settlements lie in narrow valley basins near the passes, while the free cities built on inner royal demesnes lay in larger valley basins. It was vital for Armenians to place their towns close to highly-trafficked roads running through the valleys. 
In addition to the settlements’ location, within the town itself the main church was a monumental feature, characterizing the mature Armenian townscape and rising from a ring of more modestly-sized townhouses. In the Szekler Land
, the Armenians’ position depended to a greater extent on compromising with the local landowners. The juxtaposition of the Armenian townhouses and the Roman Catholic churches (of non-Armenian rite) represented the middle ground between the two ethnic groups. 
Finally, at the turn of the century, large public investments, embodied by the emerging block of tenement houses, significantly reduced the scale between the church and its environment. It changed the spatial environs of the churches as well. A movement to construct main streets substituted the idea of closed main squares at the center of town. These new streets provided access to the non-Armenian populations in the rural areas outside of town. By the turn-of-the-century, the former Armenians towns’ designs and townscape gradually came to resemble the typical, multi-denominational, multi-ethnic Transylvanian townscape familiar to us today.
Texts in Footnotes: 

See the Habans, for example, who settled north of Bratislava, and whose very charactecteristic architecture preserves their memory (Dvorakova 2008). 

The edifices in the new world
 demonstrate what Armenians consider the prototypical Armenian church and its architectural form. Oriental designs and ordamentation, for example, are employed without exception. On Armenian architecture, see the following databases
While not directly connected to the topic, it is worth mentioning that the largely Armenian architecture in the Caucasus had a great impact on the sacred architecture of the Balkans in the 7th and 8th centuries, as Armenians were much more innovative and proactive this time than Byzantine, the core area of the eastern sacral architecture (SZENTKIRÁLYI I. 1980:  40). Due to the union with Rome, similar forms that characterized Transylvanian Armenian architecture also appeared in Galicia, where the Armenian Catholic Church operated from the 17th century onward with Lemberg as its center. 

One thesis stemming from the turn of the century claims that established colonies in Transylvania had been forced out by the Moldavian Prince Duka’s reprisals in 1671. This only partly corresponds to reality and mainly serves to magnify the national “martyrdom.” Armenians’ expansion into Transylvania, starting first at the foothills of the Carpathians, began well before that date. They were trying to get a foothold near the “passes they knew so well,” PÁL 2005. 

Remarkably, Armenians were not only merchants but craftsmen with activities that threatened the well-established, local guild traditions.  It is no coincidence that the most violent conflict broke out around this industry
. 

Szongott speaks so enthusiastically about the 18th-century Habsburg rulers that one would guess he had written the book in the absolutist environment of the 1700s rather than the politically acrimonious era at turn of the 19th to 20th centuries (Szongott 1893:  272).  

The parish church’s civil role guaranteed that the town strongly opposed the introduction of other Catholic institutions, such as religious orders. Szongott details the conflicts occurring due to the Franciscan Church and its construction of a nunnery. 

Similarly, the axis of the palace was turned 90 degrees, so the entrance and the central room became part of the courtyard. This central part was originally three spans deep, but was gradually narrowed. This conclusion is the opposite of what the current Hungarian literature argues (POP 1997:  94).  

Swabian settlers arrived in Hungary in the 18th century and brought along the half-timbered building technique. Since obtaining the necessary wood was difficult for peasants, they soon abandoned it. As a result, building proportions changed as well, since earthen walls and modest roofs restrained any building’s vertical expansion (see: DOBOSYNÉ 2006). 
It’s worth mentioning that this contrasts with the Ottoman Empire, where countless Armenian architects worked and fundamentally influenced the development of modern Istanbul. See exhibition: Armenian Architects in Istanbul. Modern Museum, Istanbul 9.12.2010 – 02. 01. 2011. 09.
Balázs Orbán, when describes Torda, mentions that every decent citizen of the town had vineyards, regardless of whether they made money from it or not. The possession of a vineyard indicated a certain social status and integration: “... there is no resident in Torda (...) who do not have at least one piece of a vineyard” (ORBÁN 1889:  317).  

Transylvania had essentially three rooted feudal administrative entities living side by side: Saxons (Szász), Hungarians (Magyar), and Szeklers (Székely). The three ‘nations’ - in the medieval sense - had different common laws (1986 Köpeczi I, 348). Until the mid to late 19th century, this had so affected the different urban developments so strongly that László Makkai - the first historian to investigate the formation of the Transylvanian town network -
  

Only the end of the 19th century would bring about change when the weak Doboka County was merged with Inner Szolnok County and Dés became the new county seat (HT 1877)
Moreover, the settlement is part of the chain of small towns that organize the Szekler Land’
s basins into 50 to 60-kilometer successions
, with other members like Marosvásárhely, Kézdivásárhely, Sepsiszentgyörgy, Székelyudvarhely, and Marosvásárhely (Targu Mures) emerging as regional centers. (Bulla-MENDÖL 1999: 312)
The catchment capacity
 of Gheorgheni remained low in the future. In 1910, only one-third of the 9,000-person population was immigrants. By comparison, the same numbers were seventy percent in Csíkszereda, sixty in Sepsiszentgyörgy, and around fifty in Kézdivásárhely and Sepsiszentgyörgy (PÁL 2003:  143). 

The same ratio in Gherla was forty percent - ranking 6th among Transylvanian towns - and  in Dumbrăveni it was sixty percent - ranking 23th place, (Sonkoly 2001:  253).  (Sonkoly 2001:  252)

In the year of the Austro-Hungarian Compromise, there was a total of 81 free royal towns in Transylvania and Hungary (BELUSZKY-GYŐRI 2005:  62). 

Szekler villages had a typical settlement arrangement. The village consisted of the Tens (ten units). In essence, smaller house groups were formed 50-100 meters from each other and served as flats for kinship connections. The next phase of development happened when the heaps of villages merged together, and the connecting axes developed into streets (AMBRUS 2010:  46). In the cases of Frumoasa and Gheorgheni, we can assume that a similar development in both medieval settlements occurred, but because of the stream, house groups merged and developed into streets relatively quickly. By the 18th and 19th centuries, only the property lines preserved the original settlement order of the Tens.  

In contemporary Transylvania, a planned settlement found below a castle was not typical, but also not unprecedented. According to engineering plans, Gyulafehérvár – which was converted into a fortress in the 18th century – was transferred to the other side of the river from its former site (bull-MENDÖL 1999:  311).  
The Baroque and Gothic eras shared a compositional principle that a longitudinal space should lead to the altar. Zoltán Szentkirályi’s work on the history of architecture describes this in more detail (SZENTKIRÁLYI 1980 II).

The diasporic ‘merchant minorities’ generally stuck to inclusive features
, even in areas where the majority had different designs, and they only gradually abandoned this habit. Examples include the Serb colonies along the Danube in Budapest, Pomáz, and Szentendre.  

The fact that the Baroque could penetrate so deeply into a peripheral region like the Szekler Land
 was due in large part to the Habsburg administration’s organization of its military frontiers. Thus, official Habsburg architecture was reinforced more strongly enforced in the periphery than in the inner regions along the Maros and  Kis-Küküllő rivers (KÓS 1986:  396). The same logic appears in this adoption as in the Armenian Baroque. Both received their influence directly from Vienna, although one focused on ornamentation, while the Szekler Baroque showed more military expediency and puritanism.   
To read more about the organization of space in the medieval and Baroque eras, see POGÁNY 1954. 

The typical residentiary Baroque towns had a statue or staircase at the main square that organically united with the church’s architectural design (e.g. Eger, Szombathely). 

The building block was demolished a few years ago. 

The predecessor of the state grammar school was the church grammar school that had operated since the mid-19th century in town (ÁVEDIK 1896:  258).

One of Ignác Alpár’s most famous works, the Anker House, stands in Budapest with a colonnade placed above. 

This floorplan layout was well liked even in Antiquity, justifying the usage of the word atrium. In Aquincum in Óbuda (Budapest), an excavated and restored building has almost the same floorplan layout as the Armenian house, and more generally in Renaissance and Baroque mansions. The atrium in Óbuda, adapting to the significantly colder weather than Italy’s, was no longer a central open space with a catchment 
in the center, but a closed, corridor-like room, (Szilágyi János: Aquincum).
Regarding the entire image, for example, the Saxon town of Medgyes had some common roofs though not great in number, which obscures the design’s origins.   

According to Ávedik, Erzsébetváros’s 
first Armenian stone houses stood here. Elsewhere, such as on the main square, wealthier buildings only began to spread in the middle of the 18th century (ÁVEDIK 1896:  65).  

Current research does not identify the presence of the atrium house in Erzsébetváros
, but it would be premature to conclude anything from this, as we could not enter several houses whose façade indicated it could be such a building.
Remarkably, the word ‘shop
’ derives from the architectural word ‘vaulted’ in the Hungarian language (TÓTFALUSI 2001 o. n.).

Here again, the features are not meant to be exclusive. In another social context, for example, the rural wine producing towns (best known Tokajhegyalja), a similar solution resulted from similarly-shaped properties and the increasing demands for storage and commercial service (KECSKÉS 1989).  

Curves in the main façade and courtyard were a common phenomenon in Hungarian castle architecture as well. Indeed, castles had a very powerful impact on bourgeois villa architecture.         

One difference between tenement and apartment houses was that the builder of the apartment house, by definition
, had a flat in the building. Accordingly, the Armenian colonies’ towns had apartment complexes - without the palatial decoration in most cases – and did not reach the level of an elegant city’s tenement house
.   

Over time, it appeared in the towns’ appearances, but only the second half of the 20th century, largely thanks to Tibor Vákár the architect and graphic designer.
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� (KALI 2008, VERESS 2009).
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� (HIVATKOZÁS).
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�  (PÁL 2007:   92).
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� (HIVATKOZÁS 


� (HORVÁTH-GONDOS 2003).  


� (Aldoboly 1944:  106).


� (Szongott 1893, 1901-1903)
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� (Köpeczi II.  827).
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� (BOGOS 1997 o. n.)
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� (Szongott 1901: 98).


� (BÁNYAI 2008:  9.


� (Balás 1935, cites BOGOS 1997 o. n.
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� (GARDA 2007:  89, PÁL 1997: 107).
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� (see Kovács, 2010 NAGY 2012).


� (Sombart 1911).  


� (BENKŐ 1777:  206).


� Garda 1992:  20).


� (PÁL 2003:   69).


� (Köpeczi 1986:   44).


� (TEUTSCH I. 1929:  169).


�  (EGYED 1995).


� XXXX évszám megnéz, illetve a kérvény témáját!  


� Citited bye PÁL 2007:  87).


� (TÓTH. K. 2007: 133).


�  (KALI 2008:  518).  


�  (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (BÁNYAI 2008B:  483).  


� (Szongott 1901-1903 III.  274).


�  (Abonyi 2007:  25, 37, 39.)     


�  (PÁL 1997).  


� (KSH in 1960, 1910, 1993).   


� (PÁL 1997:  107).


� ( Pál 2007:  111).


� ( Pál, 1997,  119).


� (HIVATKOZÁS – táblázat).


�  cited by K. TÓTH 2007: 135


� (TÓTH K. 2007: 135).


� (VARGA 1998-2002)


�  (KSH 1910).


� (ALDOBOLYI 2008: 42).


� (published by GARDA 2007: 75).


� (KSH 1910).  


� (KSH 1910).  


� (CSO 1910).


� (VARGA 1998-2002).


� (Diary detail, by K. TÓTH é. n. and on.)


� (COLE 2004).


� " (ALDOBOLYI 2008:  50).


� (HIVATKOZÁS FÓNYAGY).


� (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (HIVATKOZÁS FURU).


� The thesis rooted at turn of the century claims that establishing colonies in Transylvania had been forced out by the Moldavian Prince, Duka’ reprisals in 1671, this however only partly corresponds to reality, and mainly serves to magnify the national "martyrdom". The Armenians’ infiltration in Transylvania, who lived in the Carpathians’ forefront, started well before that date. In particular, they were trying to get a foothold near the “passes they knew so well," PÁL 2005. 


�Remarkable that the Armenians were not only merchants but craftsmen with activities that offended the well-established, local guild traditions.  It is no coincidence that the most violent conflict broke out around this industry. 


� (Szongott 1901-1903:  272).


� (Szongott 1893:  110. PÁL 2007: 33).


� (Hungarian National Archives MOL:  84:  circa 1720 ).


� (HIVATKOZÁS).


� NÉHÁNY SORBAN ÍRNI A VÁRKASTÉLYTÓL: 


�  (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (HIVATKOZÁS).


� (Szongott 1901-903:  124)


� (GILYÉN 2005: 42).


�  (BÍRÓ 2004:  29-30).


� (POP 2002:  240).


� (HIVATKOZÁS). 





� (B. NAGY 1970:   29).


� 	 Szongott spoke so enthusiastically about the 18th-century Habsburg rulers as if he had not written the book at turn of the 19-20th century, but in the 1700s, in an absolutist  atmosphere (Szongott 1893:  272).  


� (B. NAGY 1970: 357)


� ITT KELLENE MAJD AZ ÉPÍTÉS TÖRTÉNETÉT RÖVIDEN MEGADNI, KB. 500-600 KARAKTER 


�	 The parish church’s civic role entails, that the town strongly opposed the introduction of other Catholic institutions, such as religious orders. Szongott deals in detail with the conflicts occurring in connection with the Franciscan Church and their building of a nunnery. 


� Építési adatok


� (POP 1997:  94).


�	Similarly, the axis of the palace was turned in 90 degrees, thus the entrance and the central room became part of the courtyard. This central part was originally three spans deep, then gradually narrowed. Apparently, this conclusion is the opposite of what exists in current Hungarian literature (POP 1997:  94).  


� (HiVATKOZÁS)


� Balassa


�


� (KÁDÁR 1901:  155).


� 


� építési idő


� (KÁDÁR 1901:  179).


� (Évszám – hivatkozás).


� 


� 


� 


� 


� 


� Írni a folyóiratról néhány szót 200 karakter 


� 


� 


� 


� 


�  (KOSTOF 1991:  28 KLEINEISEL 1981:  174; see also:  Weber 1921).


� 


� (see:  Kovács 2010).


� (PÁL E. 2010).


�	Swabian settlers arrived in Hungary in the 18th century and brought along the half-timbered building technique, but since obtaining the necessary wood was difficult for the peasants, they soon abandoned it. Hence, proportions of the buildings changed since the earth wallworks and the modest roofs firmly restrained the vertical accents (see:  DOBOSYNÉ 2006). 


� (see NIEDERMAIER 2007, KÓS 1996).


�	 As a curiosity to mention, it is in contrast with the Ottoman Empire, where countless Armenian architects worked and had a fundamental impact on the development of modern Istanbul. See exhibition: Armenien Architects in Istambul. Modern Museum, Istanbul 9.12.2010 – 02. 01. 2011. 09. 


� 


� EKART 1918, PÁL 2005, BERNÁD-KOVÁCS 2011:  47).


� (BULLA-MENDÖL 1999: 316, CHOLNOKY 1928).


� megemlíteni a helyi és a helyzeti energiák közötti különbséget 


� (ORBÁN 2003. Chapter XV)


� (BENKŐ 1999:  253).


�	 The essence of the so-called frontier principle is that the difficultly passable areas hinder the enemy invasion.    (see  BENKŐ 2012, ENDES 1994)


� (KSH 1910)


� (PÁL 2003:  266).


� (BÁNYAI 2001).  


� 


�	Balázs Orbán, when describes Torda, mentions that every decent citizen of the town had vineyards, regardless they made income on it or not. The possession of vine expressed a social status, integration: "... there is no resident in Torda (...) who do not have at least one piece of a vineyard (ORBÁN 1889:  317).  


� (see BAK 1997, GYŐRFFY 1963-1987, FRISNYÁK 1996, MAJOR 1966).


� (BRAUDEL 1990, CLARK 1995, HAJNAL 1988).


� (MAKKAI 1940: 14).


� (Sonkoly 2001:  160).


� (Sonkoly 2001).


� (FOX 1971, LEPETIT 1988)


� GLASER 1939, MENDÖL 1935, 1940).


� (KRISTÓ 1988).


� (PRINZ 1934 MENDÖL 1963, PRINZ-TELEKI 1937).


� (MAKKAI 1940). 


�	Transylvania essentially had three rooted feudal administrative entities living side by side: Saxons (Szász), Hungarians (Magyar), and Szeklers (Székely). The three - in the medieval sense - nationalities had different common laws (1986 Köpeczi I, 348). Until the middle, the end of the 19th century, all this strongly had affected the different urban development of these areas, so much that László  Makkai who was the first historian to investigate the formation of the Transylvanian town network, and he took this triple configuration as the starting point (MAKKAI 1940). (BÍRÓ 1986:  223)


� (IMRE 1983).


� (Vámszer 2008).


� (Bulla-MENDÖL 1999:  312).  


� (PÁL 2003).


� (PÁL 2003).


�	Only the end of the 19th century would bring about change , when the weak Doboka County was merged with Inner Szolnok County and Dés became the new county seat (HT 1877) 


� ÉVSZÁMOK),


� (EGYED 1995).


� 


� (GARDA 1992:   19).


�	Moreover, the settlement is part of the small-town chain that organizes the Szekler Land’s basins in 50-60 kilometers successions, with other members like Marosvásárhely, Kézdivásárhely, Sepsiszentgyörgy, Székelyudvarhely, and Marosvásárhely (Targu Mures) emerging to be a  regional center. (Bulla-MENDÖL 1999: 312)


� (GARDA 1992:  15). 





� (GARDA 1992: 9).


� évszá,


�	The catchment capacity of Gheorgheni remained low in the future. In 1910, only one-third of the population that was nearly 9000, were immigrants. By comparison, the same indicator was seventy percent in Csíkszereda, sixty in Sepsiszentgyörgy, and around fifty in Kézdivásárhely and Sepsiszentgyörgy (PÁL 2003:  143). 


� (Sonkoly 2003:  179, VOFKORI 2007).


� (TARISZNYÁS 1980: 220).  


�	 The same ratio in Gherla was forty percent (ranks 6th among the Transylvanian towns), in Dumbrăveniit was sixty (ranks 23th place Sonkoly 2001:  253).  (Sonkoly 2001:  252)


�  (VÁMSZERI 2008 o. n.)


� (MÉREI 1983:  1007).


� (BELUSZKY-GYŐR 2005:  47).


� (LEPETIT 1988:  399, SONKOLY 2001: 21).


� (BELUSZKY - GYŐR 2005).  





� (BELUSZKY-GYŐR 2005:  85).


�	In the year of the Austro_Hungarian Compromise, there were a total of 81 free royal towns in Transylvania and Hungary (BELUSZKY-GYŐRI 2005:  62). 


� (ALDOBOLYI 2008: 27)


� (BÖZÖDI 1939: 141)





� (BELUSZKY-GYŐR 2005:  63).


� (e.g. INCZE 2013.  2).


� (HORVÁTH 2004:  253).


� (HORVÁTH 2004:  253).


� (Guide -Segédlet  1940). 





� (GIDÓ 2011: 141).


� (BOGOS 1997 o. n.).


� (KSH 1910).


� (GARDA 2007, II: 58)


� (POSTAVARU 2011:  241, GAZDOVITS 2000: 235, SZONGOTT 1901 I. 103)


� (TARISZNYÁS 1983: 105)


�	In Frumoasa’s topography, the road passing the Armenian Church forked, so the traveler could go not only towards the passes, but also to the neighboring Csíkszentmihály. 


� (ORBÁN 1868, Chapter XV)


� Explanation by Tízes  


� (HIVATKOZÁS A TEMPLMRA)


� (KÖLLŐ 2006: o. n.)


� MIKOR BEÍRNI 


� (GARDA 1992:  28)


� (SZONGOTT I. 1901: 105, ÁVEDIK 1896: 62)


� HIVATKOZÁS ERŐDÍTÉSRE)


�	The Szekler villages had a typical settlement type, the village system consisting of the Tens (ten units). In essence, smaller house groups are formed 50-100 meters from each other, usually as flats for families in kinship. The next phase of development happened when the heaps of villages merged together, and along the connecting axis developed into streets (AMBRUS 2010:  46). We can assume a similar medieval settlement development in the case of Frumoasa and Gheorgheni, but because of the axis offered by the stream, the house groups had relatively quickly merged and developed into streets. By the 18-19th centuries, only the plot structure preserved the settlement order of Tens in traces.  


� (KÁDÁR 1901:  8.)


�	In the contemporary Transylvania, the planned settlement below the castle was not general, but not unprecedented. Gyulafehérvár in the 18th century - that was converted into a fortress in its entirety – as was transferred to the river side from its former site according to engineering plans (bull-MENDÖL 1999:  311).  


�  (SZONGOTT 1901: 16)


� (HIVATKOZÁS A MEGOSZTOTT telkes rendszerre)


� (ÁVEDIK in 1896:  59, GAZDOVITS 2000: 222)


� observed  ( source: DumbrăveniS 84 )


� (POSTAVARU 2011: 239)


� (GAZDOVITS 2000: 235)


� (CONSTRUCTION TIME !!) 


� (CONSTRUCTION TIME !!) 


� (KÖLLŐ 2006)


� (VOFKORI 2004 – FORRÁS VÁROSRENDEZÉSI TERV)


� (TIBORI  2001 o. n.)


� (ÉPÍTÉSI IDŐ NÉV)


� (SZONGOTT 1893: 240)


�  (UTCA NEVÉT MEGADNI)


� (TERVEZŐT MEGADNI)


� (POP 1997: 41)


� 1896 – TERVEZŐ)


� (POSTAVARU 2011: 248)


� évszám


� (KOSTOF 1991: 34)


� (TAMÁSKA 2011: 85)


� (HIVATKOZÁS PL: FÓNAGY – KÖVÉR)


� (KOVÁCS 2010)


� (MUMFORD 1985: 14)


� (BALÁZS-BÉCSI 2002: 24, 85, 86)


� (ISSEKUTZ 2009, MÁRIA 2009)


� (ISSEKUTZ 2009: 40)


� (BALÁZS-BÉCSI 2002: 85)


� (BOGOS 1997 o. n.)


� (BOGOS 1997: o. n.)


� (BALÁZS-BÉCSI 2002: 116)


� (GECSÉNÉ 2012: 24)


� (GECSÉNÉ 2012: 14)


� (ÁVEDIK 1896: 79)


� 


� (BÍRÓ 1989: 118)


� (BÍRÓ 1989: 118)


� (KÓS 1978: 72)


� (KÓS 1978: 72)


� (B. NAGY 1983: 29)


�	 The Baroque and Gothic had a shared compositional principle that a longitudinal space leads to the altar as described in more detail in Zoltán Szentkirályi’s work on the history of architecture (SZENTKIRÁLYI 1980 II).


� (ÁVEDIK 1896: 79)


� (HIVATKOZÁS – FÉNYKÉP)


� (GARDA 2007: 73)


� (GARDA 2007: 73)


� (HIVATKOZÁS)


� (PÁL E. 2010 o. n.)


� (BIERBAUER 1986: 425) 301)


� (BIERBAUER 1986: 425) 301)


� (ZÁRUG 1937: 342)


� (GARDA 2007:  58-86)


� (GARDA 2007:  75)





� (BIERBAUER 1986:  424)


�	 The diaspora-like merchant minorities generally stuck to inclusions, even in areas where the majority had different constructions, or they only gradually abandoned this habit. Examples include the Serb colonies along the Danube in Budapest, Pomáz or Szentendre.  


� (BOGOS 2010)


�	 The fact that the Baroque could penetrate the Szekler Land so deeply that was in such a peripheral position, was especially due to the Habsburg administration organizing the military frontiers. Thus the Habsburg official architecture was more strongly enforced here in the periphery than in the inner regions along the Maros and  Kis-Küküllő rivers (KÓS 1986:  396). The same logic appears in this adoptation as in the Armenian Baroque. Both received their impulses directly from Vienna, although one rather focused on the ornaments, while the Szekler Baroque showed more military expediency and puritanism.   


� (B. NAGY 1983:  36, Entz 1944: 228)


� (GERANDÓ 1845, published by:  GYÖRGY 1905: 16.)


� (ENTZ 1944:  216)


� (B. NAGY 1970:  211)


� (B. NAGY 1970: 222)


� (B. NAGY 1970: 222)


� (B. NAGY 1970:301)


� (B. NAGY 1970:  213)


� (NAGY 2011)


�	 About the medieval and Baroque space organization, see more POGÁNY 1954. 


�	The typical residentiary Baroque towns had a statue or staircase at the main square that formed an organic unity with the church’s architectural concept (e.g. Eger, Szombathely). 


� (HIV)


� (POP 1997:  83, 85, GARDA 2007 II: 108, KÖLLŐ 2006)


� ( Reference MÁTÉ ZS.  ENZ) 


� (POP 1997:  87)


� (SZONGOTT I 1903: 221)


� (ÁVEDIK 1896:156)


� (GARDA 2007: 48)


� (BOGOS 2010 o. n.)


� (SZONGOTT 1903 I.: 170)


�	The building block was demolished a few years ago. 


� (POSTAVARU 2011:  245)


�	 The predecessor of the state grammar school was the church grammar school that had operated since the mid-19th century in the town (ÁVEDIK 1896:  258).


� (PÁL E. 2010)


�	One of Ignác Alpár’s the most famous work, the Anker House stands in Budapest with the colonnade also placed above. 


� (PÁL E. 2010 o. n.)


� (Entz 1944:  228)


�	 What justifies the use of the word atrium is that this floor plan layout was even well liked in the Antiquity. In Aquincum in Óbuda (Budapest), a building excavated and restored shows almost completely the same floor plan layout as in the Armenian house, and in general, in a group of Renaissance and Baroque mansions. The atrium in Óbuda, adapting to the significantly colder weather than in Italia was no longer a central open space with a catchment well in the middle, but a closed, corridor-like room. Szilágyi János: Aquincum.


� (B. NAGY ÉVSZÁM: 86)


� (POP 1997: 94)


� (SEDELMAYER)


�	 As regards the entire image, for example, the Saxon town of Medgyes had common roofs even though not in such great numbers, which shades the ethnic origin of the form.   


�	 According to Ávedik, here stood Erzsébetváros’s first Armenian stone houses, and elsewhere, like in the main square, the wealthier buildings began to spread only in the second third of the 18th century (ÁVEDIK 1896:  65.).  


�	The current research did not identify the presence of the atrium house in Erzsébetváros, but the question would be premature to conclude, as we could not enter several houses whose street front implied such a building.


� (TARISZNYÁS 1982: 229)


�	 Remarkable that the word ‘shop’ derives from the architectural word, ‘vaulted’ in the Hungarian language (TÓTFALUSI 2001 o. n.).


�	 Actually, here again, the features are not meant to be exclusive. In other social context, for example, in the rural wine producing towns (best known is Tokajhegyalja), a similar solution resulted from the similar plot shape and the increasing storage and commercial demands (KECSKÉS 1989).  


� (KSH 1910)


� (FURU)


� (GILYÉN 2005: 50)


� (BALASSA M. 1989)


� (SZONGOTT 1901: 224)


�	Turning in the actual main facade façade and the courtyard was a common phenomenon in the Hungarian castle architecture as well, and indeed, castle architecture had a very powerful impact on the bourgeois villa architecture.         


� (WAGNER-RIEGNER 1973: 174)


� (HIVATKOZÁS _ ÉVSZÁM)


�	By definition, a difference between tenement and appartment house is that the builder of the apartment house had a flat in the building.   Accordingly, the Armenian colonies in the towns had rather appartment houses, although the representativeness of a palace was lacking in most cases, or did not reach the level of an elegant city tenement house.   


� (ÉSZ 1908)


� HÍV ÉPÍTÉSI IDŐ)


� (VOFKORI 2008 - adatok)


� (MÁTÉ ZSOLT HIV)


� (HIV – KALYI)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (KOSTOF 1991 , ZUKIN 1991)


� (HIV)


� (HIVATKOZÁS)


 �	Over time, it will appear in the town views, largely thanks to Tibor Vákár architect, graphic designer, but only in the second half of the 20th century (HIV)  


� (MUMFORD 1985:  310)


� (HUVATKOZÁS)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)


� (HIV)





�When?  





At the end of the nineteenth century


�Until when?


�Würde das merkwürdig sein, dass ein Teil Siebenbürgen Verbindungen mit den westlichen Kronländern der Monarchy hätte? Hatte andere Teile Siebenbürgen keine Verbindung mit der Monarchie? Wenn das überhaupt nicht umstritten ist, könntest du eher sagen





„Most scholars believe that Gherla’s unique Baroque architectural features stem from the colony’s connection with the western Habsburg Monarchy and the direct adoption of forms more commonly found there.”


�Unklar, was du meinst… ein Vorschlag:





Only analyzing influences from the Armenian perspective would not provide many clues to the colonies’ developments


�Wann?


By the ____ century, Transylvanian Armenians had entered into a 


�Es gibt kein Aermenien im 19. Jrht. Es ist ein Teil des Osmanischen Reiches, nicht wahr? 





Statt „country of origin” würde ich eher „homeland” sagen





 vielleicht könntest du auch erwähnen, WANN die Armenier nach Siebenbürgen kamen…


�Wann meinst du „Armenia Country” – das 


�Byzantine ist nicht oriental… vielleicht Oriental patterns developed out of the original Byzantine architecture


�Um zu erklären, würde ich das vielleicht so schreiben:





Although we have little direct evidence of the secular monuments found in Armenian urban architecture, we assume that there would have been few similarities between settlements in the Caucasus, Crimean, Moldavia, and Transylvania, given that the surviving sacred architecture from these regions is quite varied. 


�Unklar





Accepting this paradigm, we must base our assumptions about urban development on the conditions in Transylvania itself.


�Assimilation, wie? Assimilation into Transylvanian culture? Transylvanian architectural design? 


�The colony is singular, so its tastes. If you are referring to more than one colony, 





whom the Armenian colonies modeled themselves after, how their tastes changed, and how they related to local architectural traditions


�unklar





Even early on in the colonies’ foundation and development, differences in architecture emerged when a settlement received the status of an autonomous town or not. 


�Ich fand „Szeklerland” oder „Székely Land” als englische Uebersetzung von Székelyföld… erkläre welche Siedlungen/Kolonien in Székelyföld sind… 


�Unklar. Meinst du integration of Armenians in the Szekler territories as opposed to Armenians in the Romanian regions?  


�First, the work’s methodology will be clarified 


�Unklar was du meinst… vielleicht:





The Armenians’ patterns of cultural identity, subjected to change over time, will be the next topic.


�Warum ist Gherla das beste Beispiel? Hat es die anderen Kolonien am besten verkörpert? 


�Wann hat das existiert? Wann hat the diaspora seine Heimat verlassen?


�Wer hat die Kolonien gelöst? War es ein kaiserlicher Befehl oder die Armenier haben es selbst mit dem Verloren der ’Unabhängigkeit’ gelöst?


�Weil die Unger die Armenier azeptiert haben, oder weil die Minderheiten in Ungarn magyarisiert wurden? Das ist vielleicht umstritten aber du könntest leicht erklären, dass die Armenier nicht gewungen waren, die ungarische Sprache und Kultur anzunehmen, sondern sie haben vor Jahrhunderten selbst schon angefangen zu assimilieren…


�Historical aspects? 


��In the early 18th century, as Armenian merchants established ’new towns’ and trading centers, they fought to overcome at times disadvantageous geographical relations with other towns, in order to distinguish themselves and gain access to otherwise well established trade networks.





�Székely Land OR Szeklerland


�Unklar, was du meinst





Over the course of two hundred years, what is clear is that with Armenians’ eventual assimilation, the vitality of their „new towns” dropped dramatically. 


�Was meinst du mit cultural embeddedness? Wie die Städte Kultur in ihrer Struktur eingebettet haben? 


�Demesne :


Possession of real property in one’s own right


�Unklar


Du kannst „because of certain constraints, adaptations can always be detected in the structure of new Armenian towns” schreiben …


�Not obvious.


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Ich verstehe diesen Satz nicht. 


�Oder was meinst du mit „urban-like” – war es nicht wirklich städtisch? 


�Du has „planning” statt „architecture” in Table of Contents geschrieben


�In what year? Ich sehe den Anhang steht „Pop 1997”


�What is insignificant? The churches themselves? 


�unklar


�?


�Warum is das wichtig? 


�He relies on this survey? He could have relied on this survey? His conclusions mirror those of a conditions survey undertaken in 1977? 





�?


�Below you write „Margit B. Nagy” – check her name


�? was heisst overheated decoration? 


�?


Multi-leveled, townhouses


�Du schreibst hier „Elizabeth Town” aber sonst schreibst du überall Dumbrăveni. Du sollst nur einen Stadtnamen nutzen, oder es wird verwirrend. I


�By?


�You sentence implies that in the late 19th century there were a lot of changes to the skyline? Is this what you meant to say?





Of you mean that there are few significant changes, so the skyline and city structure still look as they did in the late nineteenth century? 


�Or do you mean that YOU propose that there needs to be a historic zone erected in town? 


�Postavaru? Hönig? Ávedik? Unklar, wen du meinst…





Wenn du Postavaru meinst, then SHE BELIEVES (not he believes)


�Meinst du Postavaru? Then SHE NOTES


�?


�War der Satz vor diesem nicht über Dumbrăveni? Das musst du erklären


�Satz unklar


�?


�?


�ich habe das anders geschrieben, weil ich dachte, du wolltest sagen, dass in Gheorgheni, der armenische Architekturstil nur in einer Epoche die städtische Struktur prägt.


�I would say 


„as part of local histories” 





Unless this is truly „homeland studies” though that’s confusing because Gheorgheni isn’t a homeland, it’s a town…


�Revealed the sources? I don’t understand








�This sentence doesn’t make sense


�?


�?


�By history science do you mean the body of literature that other historians have written? In this case, we say historiography in English. If you just mean the body of literature generally, I would saw scholarship.


�I don’t think ETHNIC integration is what you mean. Above you say that after the 1848 revolution, Armenians integrated and became part of the Hungarian nation in a CIVIC sense. This is not ethnic integration. Unless you meant they also intermarried with Hungarians and took on ethnic markers of Hungarians or „Transylvanians”. 


�Explain WHEN – this was part of their identity in the 17th century? By the 19th? clarify


�How does the church identity question relate to a more accurate picture? A picture of what? Armenian identity? This is tautological…


�?


�?


�Verstehe nicht… vielleicht





„and how their functions changed in different historical periods”


�Besides Romanians? Armenians? 


�What are room connections? Hallways? Or do you mean connections between features in the rooms? 


�Which data?


�Do you mean





While archival research has not revealed a large quantity of new material, it has provided considerable novelty in the interpretation of the sources.


�?


�Also from your section I’ve read, you should really label this „Armenian Identity in Transylvania” or „The Identity of Transylvanian Armenians” since you’re not talking about all Armenian identities, which are likely very diverse around the world…


�I will remind you of my comment above:





You argue that Armenians assimilate and that they become part of Hungarian nation in CIVIC sense. This does not mean they lost an ethnic identity. 


�Did the armenians not consider themselves excellent before? Also, does this mean ALL Armenians? Only those in Transylvania? Clarify WHERE this movement existed. Was it stronger in diasporic communities like Transylvania or more strong in the Ottoman/Russian Empires where Armenians still lived near historical homelands? 


�Conducted with Armenians? You should explain if this is an Armenian perspective or a Transylvanian perspective (among Romanians? Hungarians in Romania?)  


�That seems obvious, as I don’t imagine there are a lot of Armenians (or people generally) alive today who lived through the First World War. 


What do you mean by „recent”? 





When you say a majority are immigrants, do you mean of the 1,780 self-identified Armenians? 


�Does Kali call these Armenians in Transylvania „Hungarian-Armenians”? If she writes in 2008 (according to your footnote) do you mean that Armenians in Transylvania today still consider themselves Hungarian although they have been a part of Romania for nearly 100 years? 


�I don’t understand. Over the last two hundred years, they have been part of Transylvanian host culture (Before 1867) then Hungarian (1867-1920) then Romanian (1920-present). Do they continue to assimilate into Hungarian culture in Romania today?  


�Even today? 





For Armenians, the Church is the most important carrier of culture. 


��Temple is mostly used to denote Jewish worship halls or an actual Greek temple. It is not synonomous with a church (like templon in Hungarian). I would change all references to ’temple’ to church or cathedral or something else.





�do Armenians today look markedly different from Romanians or Hungarians in skin color? 


�Why are the towns only loosely connected to the Church if it is the most important architectural symbol?





Also, do you not consider religious identity a folk identity? You say Armenian identity lacks folk identity (because it is elitist) but then you say the church represents their most important cultural/architectural symbol, and churches transcend/unite social classes.


�Did the Hungarians, Romanians, and Saxons all retain notions of host identities or did they develop their own Transylvanian versions of national identities? It is surprising that Hungarians in Hungary don’t consider Transylvanian Hungarian identity as culturally different…


�Were Greek Orthodox united with Rome? I always understood that the Greek church was separate from the Roman Catholic Church… or are these the so-called Uniate Church who were Greek Catholics? 


�So modern Armenian identity as a separate religious identity is based on models from the Roman Catholic Church? This seems very late to mention this – I would discuss this earlier.


�Not entirely sure how you see distinction of national and ethnic…


�You should explain what Apaffy and Leopold’s charters provided, as I imagine they did not discuss „ethnic” organizations as I assume ethnography wasn’t categorizing people this way so early… 





Did the Armenians assimilate so successfully because they did not have a homeland adjacent to Transylvania? Jews in the Monarchy were often more supportive because they could not advocate separation (unlike the Italians, Serbs, Romanians, etc) who had national models in the surrounding states….


�Is this a Hungarian you quote? It seems like this emphasis is not only among Armenians but was a perception of non-Armenians as well…


�Is this a physical or metaphorical sense? 





If symbolic, I would use Pierre Nora’s idea of the lieu de mémoire


�?


�What do you mean modern sense? Was there an ancient notion of a site of memory? 


�Although Jews still lived in Jerusalem in the Ottoman Empire … and Jerusalem was never permanently destroyed 


�Why is a city with the most Armenian characteristics a Hungarian-Armenian identity? You don’t make this clear


�Who said Armenian-Hungarian metropolis? What made it Hungarian? 


�Did Ani not yet have a cult following? Transylvanian Armenians pioneered the notion of Ani as a site of memory? 


�History of science is the history of scientific thought





Do you mean historiography? Or scholarship? 


�In the table of contents you say „Foreign Locals”


�It is hard to generalize and say that „Armenians in Transylvania successfully integrated” if only some joined the nobility. Did all Armenians become middle and upper class people? 





Perhaps you should also explore why Hungarian culture somehow enabled Armenians to climb the social ladder so successfully without the prejudices that other groups experienced. 


�It had pledged support to the Ottomans when they invaded Europe, no?


�This is interesting and you should consider explaining this earlier in the paper… it may help situate why there are Transylvanian Armenians…


�Did protestantism rule in all of urban Western Europe? I believe the 17th century Counter Reformation was quite brutal…


�I don’t understand your connection of religious reformation ideas and the medieval notions of nobility and chivalry. Do you mean how FEUDALISM survived? 


�You rejected Margit Pál’s notion that Armenians were middleman minorities above, yet now you employ the term. 


�Strangers to whom? Were the populations in Transylvania so established that new arrivals were uncommon? 


�By „they” do you mean Armenians? Or all minority trade groups? 


�„liquidate” in this sense means they were easy to eliminate/kill 


�Székly Land or Szeklerland


�Once again, this is critical background information, and I suggest you place it higher in the article to contextualize the Armenians’ arrival in Transylvania 


�Is this because of the theory or because they simply settled in different regions over several years/decades


�You spell „Apafi” differently in Molnar’s quote about Leopold and Appaffy…. Harmonize spelling…


�In what year? 


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Szeklers disliked these professions? 


Resent = to dislike


�You use „host society” to mean many things… you have used it to describe the Hungarian culture, but it seems like you mean here „Szekler locals” … you should be careful not to use it too much for too many things, because it will confuse readers…


�Székly Land or Szeklerland


�For what? Economic dominance? Ethnic acceptance? 


�Change if you want Székely Land


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�?


�harmonize


�the differences between the colonies was marked more by differences with budapest? 


�What does obtain a feudal status mean?


�Introduce full name and perhaps who he was 


�Review this translation. It does not make sense


�Fulfilled seems positive but this quote is negative





They have met an urban destiny


�Franz Joseph or Joseph I or Joseph II? What census data do you mean, from which year? 


�What proof do you have that these numbers indicate Armenians? Were no other groups as mobile? What about Jewish and Greek merchants?  


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Why did the number of clergy indicate problems for the stratification? 


�From 19th to 20th? Or 18th to 19th? 


�Or 19th??


�Why not just „Hungarians” ? or do you mean, how many people only considered themselves partially assimilated and still retained Armenian identification? 


� Kristóf Szongott?


�So, this seems like a big cultural identity marker


�Unmarried people? 


�From which numbers? You said in the early half of the sentence, there is no data on the marriages….


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


��Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Of their foundation? From the beginning of the century? 


�What do you mean? Civlian transition implies that it used to be a military administration and transitioned to a civilian government. I don’t think you mean this


�footnote


���Székely Land or Szeklerland





�What do you mean attracted citizens in a modern sense? 


�Fo you mean „poor armenians assimilated”? because that’s what this sentence sounds like


� I’m confused because there are the three main groups (Saxons, Szeklers, Hungarians) so I don’t know which you are describing as the ’local society’ since in other places you said that assimilation was more successful when paired with Hungarian aristocrats, but less so with the Szeklers…


�By other ethnic-national groups? 


�Relocated to where? 


�Where?


�Why? Loss of homeland? Desire for better life? Commercial opportunities? 


�Why was there a hiatus on trade?





Due to region’s proximity to the borderlands between warring states (Habsburg/Ottoman) and the ensuing political and economic instabilities


�I tried to make it clear that Bistrita is Beszterce, but don’t use both terms – choose the Hungarian or the Romanian term


�change


�change


�which town? Beszterce or Gherla?


�change


�sets of ?


�etching? Painting? An image? 


�This is in your table of contents


�Blocks? 


�What do you mean regular? The naturally occurring or geometrically shaped? 


�Clarify what you mean by „more regular” – this is imprecise


�If you mean that the regular part is more geometric, then I would assume this is part of the Baroque development, not the founding era… what is „regular” about the foundational style? 


�Do you mean the neighboring as it previously existing or do you mean based on the notion of a specific neighborhood ?


�Is this the cathedral that you describe in the next sentences? 


�Did I misunderstand this sentence? It looks like the Holy Trinity Cathedral was built from 1748-1776… not a century before… do you mean the Cathedral of the Entry of the Virgin Mary into the Temple, completed in 1906? 


�Why is this the case if a cathedral was then build a century later? 


�Carving? Covering? 


�?


�Was this not a cathedral? Important to differentiate… parish church sounds like a small building in English because of the connotation of the small, British parish… 


�Certainly medieval cathedrals took much longer to build than 50 years… do you mean of compared size or dimensions? 


�Did I misunderstand you?  The original sentence doesn’t seem to make sense.


�From ? with? Toward doesn’t make sense


�?


I would 


�The Baroque was not necessarily aristocratic, but it was lavish… 


�?


�Carving? 


�? 


�You mention emancipation a few times… I suggest that the first time you discuss what you mean. Political? Civic? What rights did they gain? 


�So, when these features SHOULD have been build, there are no buildings in this style? 


�What do you mean „institution system”?


�When? Or do you mean replaced? Or is this from today’s perspective? In which case





The northern and eastern rows of houses have been completely rebuilt, but to the west, one can still see the general influence of both Baroque and Eclecticism elements.


�?


�Street scene? 


�Modest? Wide? What is the scale from the 18th century? 


��Modest? Wide? What is the scale from the 18th century? 


�Or is this not what you mean? How did it belong to the Roman nationality? 


�When? 


�When was this founded? 


�Why? 


�footnote


�This section has a 5.3 in the table of contents „Armenian Towns in the Spatial Structure of the Nation-State” but this subtitle does not exist in the text below….


�Table of contents


� What do you mean by landlord? This term in English normally refers to someone who owns and rents a building or a bit of land. Are you by chance refering to the ispán ? You could also use the term „lord of the local territory” �


�You are just saying that the landscape DOES determine. Why are you writing that it does not determine? Was this a typo? 


�This does contradict a bit what you are saying earlier that landscape influences building as much or more than cultural aspects


� Meinst du Förstwirtschaft Vereine? Forest societies macht kein Sinn…


�? 


Appeared at gaps between Carpathian Mountain ranges


�Decide if you want to use Romanian or Hungarian name for this city. Stay with one version


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Székely Land or Szeklerland


�Street? Village? 


�change


�change


�change


�I would add this fact the FIRST time you mention this city, not halfway through the document


�?


�?


�These last two were establised quite early in cities.. I wouldn’t call them „modern” 


�change


�Table of contents


�?


�change


�physically (no rural surroundings) or no one of rural background (mostly merchant class population)


�see my earlier comment – clarify what you mean by landlord 





�I edited this, but did I correctly understand that there are three classifications of city according to Lepetit? 


�Which lands? Or do you mean countryside? 


�What do you mean by potential? This is unclear…


�What do you mean „homogeneous natural conditions” the weather doesn’t vary a lot? Or there is only one type of natural resource? This is unclear.


�Local lords’ seats


�Make sure that if you use Romanian names, you don’t use the Hungarian version anywhere else in this paper… (for example, Bistrita)


�change


�between rural site and town? Or the intersection of trade? Or the intersection of traffic? 


�change


�Hungarian name


�This doesn’t really connect to anything you are saying. I would delete it, unless you draw more clear connections between Dej and Gherla’s development. Right now it is just two random sentences…


�Was Dej the Armenian town? Or do you mean Gherla now? You switch suddenly and its confusing.


�Harmonize all names into Hungarian 


�Footnote 


�Political or economically? 


�Is there are typical Transylvanian townscape? According to whom? 


�Capitalist?


�?


�Which two? 





Which Gheorgheni developed from? 


�How did it begin without them? 


�footnote


�change


�can you contextualize. How was this different in Gherla or other urbanizing sites? 


�change


�footnote 


�change


�how? Did the other Szekler settlements not have autonomous local governance? 


�Cite them in a footnote


�?


�This paragraph doesn’t seem to indicate what was particular to Armenians compared to the general situation of towns during this period. Until 1876, no towns (except royal cities) had a local administration, right? So, this administrative role, which increased in importance in the nineteenth century, seems more arbitrarily related to the central power switch rather than any agency of the Armenians in Transylvania.. please correct me if I am wrong 


�It seems like cities gained administrative functions regardless of ethnicity. The Armenians staretd assimilating in the 19th century, according to your text, but they did not gain more political rights until cities more generally did after 1876, right? 


�change


�change


�what is this? 


�Unclear what you mean.. the train did not go which way? 


�Which district? 


�?


�?


�How does this support your claim? I don’t understand.


�change


�change


�?


�WHO?


�As opposed to how in Gheorgheni? 


�Do you mean to have a single quotation mark and no pair? 


�change


�the the community member or the Treasury eventually sell it? 


�footnote


�year


�in part was what? 


�change


�


�this seems like a negative word. Perhaps 





a more tolerant attitude toward the presence of Jews in town than in other Szekler settlements.


�?


�footnote


�unclear what you mean


�?


�Independent from what? 


�Surrounded by buildings? Roads? Gates? 


�The environment cannot have an ethnicity, nor can a town.





To the extent that the town center’s population differed in ethnicity from the surrounding countryside.


�footnote


�why wouldn’t it apply if he tries to make a general (and not nation specific) claim?


�Guided? Influenced? 


�This seems like an incomplete thought 


�Because they ran out of room or the custom changed? 


�?


�?


�In American English were use „were” in „as if” conjunctions… I don’t know if Brits use „was” 


�change


�best to just use one term


�change


�change


�change


�?


�If it ended in 1846, was it rather melting FROM the Baroque to more modern era?


�Where? In Gherla and Dumbrăveni?


�You say Cluj in the whole paper. Stay with one designation


�Since you use Cluj in the whole paper, I think it’s better not to suddenly use the Hungarian name 


�So he cooperating with local carpenters and masons? 


�?


�For commercial reasons


�change


�?


�change


�combine citations into one footnote 


�do you want to put both citations into one footnote? 


�


�Is it ok if I explain what Louis Seize style is? 


�Relationship with what? Local customs? The land? Relationship with Armenians’ lifestyle? 


�change


�?


�Perhaps footnote so it doesn’t break up your sentence


�What is a long room? Or are you calling the layout long and its a room-kitchen-pantry configuration? 


�If it’s not rare in Dum. Then you cannot say „although rather typical in G”








�Not clear if you mean 18th-19th century or 19th-20th century with „turn of the 1800s” comment…


�change


�change


�? if you want to introduce new terms, please explain


�Preceded?





Do you mean that they were ahead of others’ development or they helped to advance others’ development? 


�Otherwise, I don’t know what you mean „hardly regarded the townscape” – they didn’t regard it as noteworthy? As impressive? As indicative of Armenian heritage? 


� it can’t be that surprising, as many places modernize and get rid of ’the old’ …. Perhaps you could politize this a bit





Sadly, as often occurs in every period’s drive for modernization, cultural relics and historical heritage sites are often – sometimes with great enthusiasm – destroyed to make way for something new and modern. This was no different in the case of Gherla’s Baroque town hall, considered by its residents to be old-fashioned and outdated.


�Here, you’re equating the bourgeois architecture with ELITE Armenians… so were the elites bourgeois? Not elite in the aristocratic sense? 


�Cafes, shops, restaurants etc are not private spaces… if you mean, these premises USED to be cafes but became private, then you should say „where cafes, shops, etc had previously operated”





Otherwise, I would indicate that these premises facing the street became new, publlic spheres where cafés etc operated…


�In Gheorgheni? Where? 


�Or adaptations? 


�What is the mechanical in reference to? 


�Adoption or adaptation… is it mirroring another design or modifying it? 


�Earlier you call this style Secession… I would maintain one term


�Why do they seek to demonstrate this? 





Also, do you mean diversity or „uniqueness”?





or do you mean, settlementscape studies generally demonstrate the diversity of skyline apperances?  This means that skylines everywhere are different.


�Do you mean they depend on the social context of the viewer? I don’t understand what socially fixed vision means.


�What do you mean here?


�How? 


�How are you distiguishing between the regional roads (sentences above) and the county roads? 


�Is the street now the „Flower District” or is the block of flats called the „Flower District”?





If the street is the flower district, write





This outgoing street is now barely perceptible as the "Flower district” after a block of flats was built…





If the block of flats is the flower district, write: 





This outgoing street is now barely perceptible after the "Flower district,” a block of flats, was built…


�This sounds like the bridge stood alone. What „it” do you mean? 


�Or do you mean 1880s? 


�This sentence is confusing. Can you clarify what you mean


Do you mean its surroundings are similar to Gherla? Or its placement in the environment? 





By saying „location is almost the same” sounds like the two cities are physically in close proximity to each other


�Cathedral? 


�Confusing, restate. Do you mean that there is little Armenian Baroque heritage in Gherla and Dumbraveni compared to the more evident remnants of medieval designs? 


�Do you mean in the Baroque or medieval era now? Transition more clearly 


�I don’t understand who was banned from sales if a market was there… do you mean independently selling wares without the city’s permission? Did merchants just have to sell wares in the regulated confines of the market?


�It is confusing if the earlier sentence „market grounds” refer to the same phenomena as the „Seasonal fairs” – if so, use one term, because it is unclear if you are describing the same events or if „market grounds” refer to a weekly or monthly market rather than seasonal fairs…


�How does the modification remind of the Armenians if the „trend of the period” was to do this? Wouldn’t it remind us of the trend, rather than any specific people undertaking it? 


�The park had baroque stone carvings? Or are you describing the grandfathers’ era? Transition.


�This sentence is grammatically incomplete, but I don’t know what you want to say.


�How is this different than your earlier discussion of the Armenian house? This seems out of order, as it’s in the discussion about Streets and Squares








�Were there many decorations in the medieval era? If not, this is somewhat misleading. I would say 





This contrasted with medieval streetscapes, where the closed, multilevel street façades had little ornamentation


�I suggest you say church or cathedral


�Earlier you said Louis Seize style… stick to one desination


�Or do you mean vaults?


�How do the independent plots join the streetscape as whole. Unclear how you connect these…


�What were house lines? 


�footnote


�also confusing why this is under streets and squares when its emphasis seems to be on individual structure designs


�this is all a bit strange: there were no commercial impulses among the Szeklers or other ’indigenous’ groups in Transylvania? It all seems very essentialized. The ’host population’ as you have pointed out throughout this paper was also stratified and had Saxons, Hungarians, and Szeklers, some which traded and some which didn’t. Even in the last sentence of this paragraph, you acknowledge that some other groups (Saxons) had commercial designs as well. If you only mean the foreignness of commerce to the Szeklers, you should clarify that this idea of the dynasties and townhouses relates to settlements in the Szeklerland.


�you also equate your Baroque/commercial architecture (of Armenians) with local forms (although it seems neither the Baroque nor the commercial architecture were local). This seems to contradict itself.


�Feudal elite almost implies landowners (feudalism was tied to the land), so I would say the aristocratic elite or just elite.


�Why organically integrate? Integration is often a somewhat artificial process, as you indicate, when outsides consciously take out the characteristics of the host society. This is not organic but intentional/artificial….


�?


�change


�the Armenians also had vernacular architecture, since you described their markethalls and houses.


�Is this like a market hall or a private house with a commercial function? 


�Unclear what you mean: 





Almost all authors provide advice on how to approach the topic of Armenian architecture in Transylvania





OR 





Almost all townscapes provide a clear path to develop a general approach to Armenian architecture in Transylavania.





�Unclear what you mean





The final result of their settlement, however, was the designation of the town’s location and layout in the early 18th century. 


�Unclear what you mean





Despite immigration, Armenians eventually settled in a fixed location?





OR





Armenians’ foreign background continued to influence other processes, even after they had settled in one location.


�You should clarify 


�change


�change


�Didn’t you indicate that some groups considered the Armenians rivals because they were also engaged in trade? 


�change


�?


�This industry implies a particular one: do you mean leather processing or some other specific industry? Or you could say





It is no coincidence that violent conflicts frequently broke out between these groups


�Finish thought


�Finish thought


�change


�?


�In what sense are you using the term „catchment capacity” as an economic/commercial unit? 


�I don’t know if I understood your original sentence. Please review my changes..


�change


�?


�You use Dumbrăveni in the whole work, so avoid different nomenclature in the footnotes.


�change


�in which language?


�Was this a law? 


�Is the tenement house elegant or a tenement house in an elegant city? The adjective is ambiguous…
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