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Half of Transylvania was restored to the mother- 
country, — and in Rumania there forthwith began 
a fierce propaganda campaign against the Vienna 

Award, which Rumania had pledged herself to accept. On 
what Rumania's present irredentism is based, we cannot say. 
The old fiction, the fable of Daco-Rumanian continuity, is 
still as great a falsehood as ever. The geographical and 
economic position of Transylvania is unchanged; the nu
merical proportion of Rumanians in the restored areas is 
smaller than it was in the entire area torn away from
Hungary by Trianon; the history and traditions of the land 
have undergone no change, and after twenty years of
scandalous Rumanian rule the desire of the people to live 
under the Bucharest regime has grown weaker than it was 
before the world war.

Not that it was very strong then. The Rumanians like 
to describe the Gyulafehervar Resolution as a plebiscite that 
gave expression to the wish of the population for union
with Rumania. But at the Gyulafehervar meeting only
Rumanians, and barely one per cent of them at that, were 
present, and when they speak of Gyulafehervar, no \tvord 
is said of the signs which indicate that neither before the 
war nor while it was in progress did the Rumanians of any 
settlement area evince any desire for union with the King
dom of Rumania. Aspirations of that nature were the 
sporadic results of artificial excitement stirred up by 
propaganda, and they were offset by the commonsense of 
the soberminded and their fear of union with Bucharest, for 
which union no justification was to be found in the con
tented existence of the populations of Transylvania and 
Bukovina living under Hungarian and Austrian administra
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tion, or even in the lot of the people living under Russian 
rule in Bessarabia.

The Rumanians are not a state-building people. During 
the eight hundred years of Rumanian history they were 
never once able to create order in their State, either as 
regards its territory or its organization; in those eight 
hundred years the extent of their political sovereignty 
varied in area and measure, as did the territorial size and 
constitution of the Rumanian State.

In the beginning there were two principalities. After 
two hundred years of independence both of them came 
under the suzerainty of Turkey, and remained under it for 
six hundred years, during which time Russian and Austrian 
alternated with Turkish occupation. At the end of the 
eighteenth century Austria detached Bukovina from Mol
davia; at the beginning of the nineteenth Russia took posses
sion of Bessarabia, a few counties of which were sometimes 
restored by international politics and sometimes taken away 
again. The two principalities languished under alien 
suzerainty, without making any effort to throw it off by 
rebelling and without shedding a drop of blood for their 
liberty. At the beginning third decade of the nineteenth 
century a lieutenant of the gendarmerie, Tudor Vla- 
dimirescu, did take up arms, not, however, for the purpose 
of delivering the country from alien rule, but in order to 
put a stop to the depredations of the Boyars. This rebellion 
died a natural death for lack of supporters.

The great idealistic movement of the nineteenth cen
tury, the conception of self-determination, slowly penetrated 
to the Rumanian principalities, and after a feeble attempt 
in 1848, which was curbed by the Sultan with a single wave 
of his hand, in 1859, when Moldavia’s stubborn resistance 
had been conquered, the two principalities united at last, 
taking the name of “ Rumania".

The fairy-tale of Daco-Rumanian continuity was con
cocted at the beginning of the nineteenth century. According 
to it, Transylvania was the ancient home of the Rumanian 
people, and the Rumanians of Transylvania were the direct 
descendents of the ancient Daco-Rumanians. This fable was 
the moving power behind the irredentism which laid claim
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to Transylvania. But Transylvania’s incorporation in the 
Kingdom of Rumania presented innumerable and apparently 
insuperable difficulties, not only of an internal but also of 
an international nature, and the idea, as a feasible project, 
was entertained only by a few.

Transylvania was part of the Kingdom of Hungary, and 
the difference between the latter and Rumania was too 
great to allow of any heartfelt longing on the part 
of the Rumanians of Transylvania for union with the Regate. 
In Hungary the constitution was a thousand years old, 
administration was exemplary, jurisprudence just and im
partial, and if the laws seemed too severe, their application 
was tempered with patriarchal clemency. The State was an 
equivalent part of a Great Power, the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy, and the Rumanians of Transylvania were thus the 
members of a mighty empire the centres of which were 
Vienna and Budapest. Even Kolozsvar, the capital of Tran
sylvania, with its age-old past and historical memories exer
cised a greater power of attraction on them than did Bucha
rest, a parvenu Balkan town on the Dimbovica, of which a 
German traveller yrote in 1861 that it was nothing but “ a 
couple of neighbour villages thrown into one".

Previous to the nineteenth century, compared with 
Hungary Rumania had no history to speak of; it was only 
after the Berlin Congress that it became an independent 
State in 1878. In the 60’s of the past century the country 
had received a brand-new paper Constitution, a soulless copy 
of the democracy of the Western States of Europe, but its 
provisions were never put into execution; Rumanian admi
nistration remained corrupt, Rumanian jurisprudence con
temptible and unreliable.

The antithesis between the two States was thrown into 
greater relief by the difference between the way of life and 
position of the Rumanians living in each of them.

The national feelings of the Rumanians of Transylvania 
were much stronger than those of the Rumanians in the 
Regate. Even the peasants in the former had their national 
pride and national self-consciusness, and financial and 
economic conditions were much better there than in 
Rumania. "In Transylvania —  said Grofsoreanu, a member
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of the Bucharest Parliament, during the debate on the 
Administration Reform Bill — when serfdom was abolished 
in 1848 and the peasantry obtained possession of the land 
on which they had been working, thanks to their own 
labours and competition with their neighbours they began to 
prosper; they had farmyards where they built proper, 
hygienic dwelling-houses. Had the peasants of the Regate 
found themselves in circumstances similar to those pre
vailing in Transylvania, they would not be inferior to the 
Rumanians of that part today. It must be established that, 
from a cultural as well as a material point of view, the 
Rumanian peasants of Transylvania are in a much more 
favourable situation than the Rumanians of the Regate, and 
that their villages are more prosperous financially.”  — “ The 
Kingdom of Rumania” —  said the leading Liberal organ, the 
Adeverul before the world war —  “ is not so well organized 
as to be able to incorporate such highly civilized countries 
as Transylvania and Bukovina. The Rumanians of those 
countries would not be able to stand six months of Rumanian 
administration.”

Equally great obstacles in the way of union were raised 
bu the international political situation.

From 1883 on Rumania was a member of the Triple 
Alliance, in other words, an ally of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. It ought to have been a point of honour and 
common decency with her not to pursue an irredentist policy 
against her allies and to keep her hands off Transylvania 
and Bukovina.

It would also have been to Rumania's interest to drop 
that policy.

Rumania joined the Triple Alliance out of fear of 
Russia. Already before the Alliance was formed Count 
Julius Andrassy, the Foreign Minister of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy, clearly explained to King Carol I 
Rumania's position, which ought to have made any irre
dentist policy impossible. “In my opinion" —  he wrote — 
“ Rumania’s task, both in her own national and Europe’s 
interests, is the same as Austria-Hungary’s: to prevent a 
union of northern and southern Slavs. The slightest deviation 
from that policy would be very dangerous for the Monarchy,
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but it would be the ruin of Rumania.”  A  lucid explanation 
of the dangers attending any irredentist policy, any territorial 
aspirations.

How greatly it was to Rumania’s interest that the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy should remain intact, in other 
words, how badly irredentism, the union of all the Rumanian 
people at the price of detaching Transylvania and Bukovina 
and breaking up the Monarchy, would have served her 
interests, was clearly recognized by most of the Rumanian 
politicians in Transylvania. In 1913 Alexander Vajda- 
Voivod, who later was Rumanian Prime Minister for more 
than one term of office, wrote an article for the ,,Osterreichi- 
sche Rundschau" in which he described the assertion that the 
Rumanians of Transylvania were irredentists as a “ tenden
tious accusation” . “ The only policy we, the leaders of the 
Rumanians of Transylvania, can support —  he wrote — is 
one that keeps the interests of the entire nation in view and 
does not risk the whole future of the nation. Without a strong 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in the full flower of its might 
the Rumanians on this side of the Carpathians as well as on 
the other would equally easily fall a prey to Russian Impe
rialism.”

Later Vajda went further still. In another article, written 
in the summer of 1916 after Rumania had declared war on the 
Monarchy, he declared that the leaders of the Rumanians in 
Hungary and Bukovina had done ,,all in their power to 
persuade Bucharest to join the war on the side of the Central 
Powers, or at least to maintain a loyal neutrality; alas! 
without avail." “ But —  he continued —  nothing can shake 
our belief that Rumania’s interests would be served, not by 
the dissolution of the Monarchy, but by a growth of its 
power and Rumania’s close partnership with it; for without 
a strong State behind her back Rumania cannot escape being 
at the mercy of Russian tyranny. Firmly convinced of this, 
the sane and reliable Rumanian elements have remained at 
home in their places, and the traditions handed down by 
their ancestors shine with an added lustre. For us, the 
Rumanians of the Habsburg Empire, it is an uplifting thought 
that in these difficult times, despite all previous contention,
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it was just with the Hungarians that we met with under
standing.”

This is certainly not irredentism; on the contrary it is a 
radical denial of all territorial aspirations.

Later on Alexander Vajda declared that he had not 
written this sincerely, but merely as a blind. Be that as it 
may, whatever his aim may have been, that would have been 
the right policy to pursue, the only policy that would have 
been in accordance with Rumania's position and interests. 
This is proved by the fact that positive plans were shaping 
behind this opinion, plans which, far from aiming at the 
creation of a Greater Rumania, had in view a closer, a very 
close, connection between the Kingdom of Rumania and the 
Monarchy.

The Transylvanian Aurel Popovici's idea is sufficiently 
well known, for he wrote a thick volume about it, advocating 
the organization of a “United States of Great Austria" to 
which the Kingdom of Rumania would also have belonged.

It is less well known that a similar plan was broached 
by two other eminent Rumanian politicians, by Nicholas Fili- 
pescu, a leader of the Conservative Party in the Regate, and, 
more seriously still, by Aurel Onciul, a Rumanian from Buko- 
vina who was a member of the Reichsrath.

Before the world war Filipescu was well-disposed 
towards the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. To Czemin, the 
Austro-Hungarian Ambassador in Bucharest, he suggested 
that the best solution of the Rumanian question would be 
the union of the Kingdom of Rumania with Transylvania and 
some form of partnership with the Monarchy, similar to the 
relations between Bavaria and the German Empire. "The 
rulers of both countries", —  he once explained to Vajda, — 
"of Austria-Hungary as well as Rumania, are well advanced 
in years; we must be prepared for their death, and the best 
thing for Rumania would be to join the Monarchy in all mat
ters pertaining to the constitution, the army and economy. 
This would be the only way of ensuring that Rumania was 
protected from Russia.”

The plan was submitted to Francis Joseph and the 
Hungarian Prime Minister, Count Stephen Tisza, but neither 
of them thought it feasible, and nothing came of it. When
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the world war broke out Filipescu proved a turncoat. He 
sided with the enemies of the Monarchy and became one of 
its most bitter foes.

Aurel Onciul, a native of Bukovina, was considered a 
more serious politician than Filipescu. Before the war he, 
too, recommended union with the Monarchy as the solution 
of the Rumanian problem.

In a very interesting letter, written in the April of 1916 
before Rumania declared war, he explicitly outlined the 
possibilities confronting Rumania in the event of her joining 
the war. “ As regards Rumania, — he wrote, —  if Russia wins 
she is lost whether she fights for or against the Entente, for 
the simple reason that she is in an unfortunate position; lying 
as she does in Russia’s way, on the latter’s route to the Dar
danelles, she would lose her independence. Russia’s victory 
would mean Rumania’s death, and co-operation with Russia 
is equivalent to suicide. If the Central Powers are victorious 
over a Rumania co-operating with Russia. Austria will in
corporate Rumania, set up a governorship in Bucharest and 
introduce honest and good administration. The real Rumanian 
elements, the peasants, will be rid once and for all of those 
who for two hundred years ruled over and exploited them. 
This solution would be really a fortunate thing for the people; 
we Austro-Hungarian Rumanians would welcome it gladly, 
for at a stroke it would alter our situation, securing us a 
leading position in the Habsburg Monarchy. Should Rumania 
win the war on the side of the Central Powers, she would 
receive Bessarabia with all its riches down to Odessa. It 
would be easy for Rumania to defend herself against a Russia 
thirsting for revenge if she entered into a permanent alliance 
with victorious Austria. To accomplish this the King of 
Rumania would have to stand in the same relation to the 
Emperor of Austria as the King of Bavaria does to the 
German Emperor.”

All these plans were swept away when in the August of 
1916 Rumania declared war on the Central Powers.

One thing is certain: these plans did not interest the 
Rumanian people. They did not trouble their heads with 
them; they had no desire for any change of rule, and it would 
have been all the same to them whether they had to live
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in an Austro-Hungarian form of United States or in a 
federation like the German Bund so long as they were 
allowed to do so in peace in the conditions assured to them 
by the Hungarian State. After the war a Transylvanian 
delegate, himself a Rumanian, confessed in the Bucharest 
Parliament that “prior to the war signs of Rumanian national 
consciousness began to be noticeable in Transylvania, but by 
no means to the extent they ought to have been; there were 
whole districts where no traces thereof were to be found.’’ 
In point of fact, not only was national consciousness lacking 
in the common Rumanian people in Transylvania; they even 
regarded the Rumanians of the Regate as strangers and 
enemies. In the first months of the war King Ferdinand 
complained to Marghiloman that the Rumanians of Transyl
vania, instead of welcoming the invading Rumanian troops 
as liberators, treated them as enemies.

How foreign the idea of uniting all Rumanians by 
attaching the Rumanian areas in Transylvania and Hungary 
to Rumania, and with how little enthusiasm and how much 
hesitation this was effected is clearly proved by the 
poceedings of the meetings held in Arad in the November of 
1918 and at Gyulafehervar in December at which resolutions 
deciding on union with Rumania were passed.

In October the Rumanian members of the Hungarian 
Parliament had demanded the right of self-determination, 
haughtily and with apparently unwavering determination, and 
the Rumanian bishops had hastened to forbid their priests 
to pray for the King of Hungary But when in the middle 
of November the Hungarian Government sent delegates to 
Arad to discuss the Rumanian demands with the Rumanian 
National Committee, the latter was at a loss whether to dem
and Transylvania's union with the Kingdom of Rumania or not. 
Negotations were held up for twenty-four hours pending the 
arrival from Vienna of Julius Maniu. While they waited for 
him two of the most prominent members of the Council, 
Stephen Pop-Csicso and Ladislaus Goldis decided to accept 
the proposals submitted by the Hungarian delegation: they* 
would give up the idea of union and the Rumanian areas 
would remain within the framework of the Hungarian State 
on the pattern of the Eidgenossenschaften in Switzerland.
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It was not until next day that, in obedience to Mania s 
imperative orders, they changed their minds and decided to 
break away from Hungary.

The distate felt for the idea of union with Rumania 
found voice at the deliberations preceding the Gyulafehervar 
meeting, and traces of it are cleraly noticeable in the resolu
tions then adopted. Namely, the question arose: what was to 
be the form of Transylvania’s union with Rumania? Should it 
become wholly one with that country, or morely be bound 
to it by loose ties? One prominent personage moved that 
the meeting should pass a resolution not to become wholly 
one: “ The Rumanians of Transylvania maintain their right 
to self-government” . And the meeting did actually pass a 
resolution stating that until a constituent assembly had 
organized Greater Rumania on the liberal bases laid down 
in the resolution adopted by the Rumanians of Transylvania, 
a “provisional autonony” would be demanded for Transyl
vania.”

It was evident that they were afraid of the political 
methods of the Regate and Bucharest.

The foregoing is merely a brief history of happenings 
hundreds and hundreds of the minor details of which go to 
prove that union with Bucharest was never desired sincerely 
and without anxiety either by Moldavia or Transylvania or 
Bukovina; not even by Bessarabia under the Russian Czars, 
and that the idea of national unity is nothing but a fiction. 
These provinces lived in one political State for twenty years; 
then came the summer of the last year, and one after another 
they were lopped off the trunk of “ Greater" Rumania. The 
desire for Rumanian unity existed on paper; it never existed 
in the hearts of the people. That unity was no more real 
than Rumanian religious unity as represented by the Orthodox 
Church, which was split by schism in the eighteenth century, 
never to become united again.

Lesser Rumania wisely decided to acquiesce in the present 
dissolution without drawing the sword to prevent it. She 
recognized that nothing else was possible, that the ties which 
had bound the now lost areas to her for a few years were 
not the durable cords of loyalty but fragile cobwebs easily 
torn asunder by antipathy and disappointment.

11


