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T
wo of King Matthias’s Italian guests and courtiers, Bon- 

finius and Aeneas Silvius, visited Transylvania. Both of 
them were struck by the similarity between the language 

spoken by the Rumanians there and the Latin and Italian 
tongues. As was to be expected of humanists and men of the 
Renaissance, they were well aware that at one time Tran
sylvania had been a flourishing Roman province called Dacia 
Trajana. They saw ruins, then five centuries younger than 
now, of former Roman towns and settlements. From what 
these humanistic travellers saw in Transylvania, coupled with 
an imagination fired by a love of the ancient world, was born 
the official theory of the origin of the Rumanian people, the 
so-called theory of Daco-Rumanian continuity. From King 
Matthias's court in Buda, which was then a centre radiating 
the intellectual ideas of the Renaissance, this theory spread 
far and wide in every direction. We find it in the records of 
Genoese and Venetian merchants, who, passing through the 
Hellespont with their galleys, visited the coasts of Moesia and 
then, penetrating farther to the North and West, came into 
contact with the inhabitants of Moldavia and Muntenia. 
Later there was a Rumanian chronicler who proudly said: 
—  “ Din Rim ne tragem” (“We are descended from the 
Romans” ). The name of this chronicler was Miron Costin; 
his race-conscious assertion, however, was not able to take 
root in the racial soil of the Rumanian people then covered 
over with a thick layer of Slav sand. Even the language used 
in the churches was Slav, and the laws (pravila) issued by 
the princes of Moldavia and Muntenia were drafted in a 
Slav language. If now and then some writings appeared in 
Rumanian, the text, which was full of Slav expressions and 
was disguised in Cyrillic letters, revealed little or nothing of 
the neo-Latin origin of the Rumanian language. Miron Costin's
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proud boast was quickly forgotten; his chronicle was hidden 
under the Pravoslav (Orthodox) dust of unknown monast
eries in Moldavia,

Towards the close of the seventeenth century the Habs- 
burgs induced a great part of the Rumanians of Transylvania 
to unite ecclesiastically with the Roman Catholic Church. 
The new Catholics were allowed to retain their Oriental 
liturgy, all their Oriental ritual, the Slav or Rumanian 
language in Divine Worship, but in exchange they had to 
accept the Filioque and the authority of the Pope. As a 
reward for union with the Catholic Church the Rumanian 
priests enjoyed all the privileges accorded to priests of 
recognized religions. The organization of the Greek Catholic 
Church began and, like the other denominations in Transyl
vania, that Church also received grants of land from the 
Administration. This was how the enormous estate at Balazs- 
falva came into the possession of the Rumanian diocese. At 
Balazsfalva a theological academy and college were soon 
established, whence year by year batches of race-conscious 
priests were sent forth to all the places in the hills and valleys 
of Transylvania where there were Rumanian adherents of the 
Uniate Church. Innocent Micu-Klein, a zealous Bishop of Ba
lazsfalva, persuaded Rome to open the doors of the De Propa
ganda Fide institute to Rumanian theological students. Gregory 
Sinkai, Peter Maior and Samuel Micu-Klein, the fathers of 
DacoJRumanian history-writing and philology, studied at 
that institute. It was these men who first elaborated historical 
and philological arguments in support of the long-forgotten 
theory of the origin of the Rumanians put forward by Bon- 
finius and Aeneas Silvius. It was they who in support of 
their arguments quoted Anonymus, King Bela Ill's nameless 
clerk, who in his records made mention of fierce battles 
between the Magyars and the Wallachians (Vlachs). This 
was how Anonymus's poem, written as a panegyric on the 
bravery of the Magyars, came to be used as a historical proof 
of the theory of Daco-Rumanian continuity. The spiritual 
descendants of the “Transylvanian school” did not find 
Anonymus's records sufficient, so in support of their theory 
they enlisted a Russian chronicler named Nestor, who in 
the tenth century wrote about fighting between the Magyars
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and the “Volochs” . By now the theory of Daco-Rumanian 
continuity has grown to be a veritable stone of Sisyphus, 
and for more than a hundred years one generation of 
Rumanian historians after another has been engaged with 
ant-like assiduity in collecting more and more data in proof 
of the noble origin of the Rumanian people and their un
interrupted historical past of two thousand years.

In the shortest time the theory of Daco-Rumanian con
tinuity found its opposers, chiefly among German, Hungarian 
and Southern Slav scholars. It is interesting that while 
French, English and American historians readily accepted 
it, the people in the neighbourhood of Transylvania regarded 
it with scepticism. Rosier and Hunfalvy were the two savants 
who in opposition to the theory of Daco-Rumanian origin 
and continuity suggested another, less distinguished, origin 
of the Rumanian people. They pointed out that Dacia became 
a Roman province in 107 A. D., but that in less than 170 
years it became impossible for Rome to hold it. Nor were 
these 170 years —  little more than a century and a half 
—  a time of peaceful, tranquil work, for this new conquest, 
jutting out as it did from the body of the Roman Empire, 
was kept in a state of constant terror by the invasions of 
barbarians from the east and the north-west. Is it possible 
that a stormy century and a half could have been sufficient 
to Romanize the Dacian population of the province? Were 
the settlers in the new province Romanized elements? or 
were they not more probably a mixture of races such as 
peopled the provinces in the eastern part of the Roman 
Empire? Records almost unanimously prove that the settlers 
in Dacia had merely passed through a very superficial pro
cess of Romanization, and that for the greater part they 
spoke Greek or some eastern language. Even the two Roman 
legions stationed in Dacia could not have exerted any con
siderable influence on the population in this respect, for at 
that time the legions were not recruited in Italy. Do not the 
most reliable sources speak of a complete evacuation of the 
province? And even if there remained Romanized elements 
in Dacia after the Emperor Aureiian's order to evacuate it 
had been executed, how is it conceivable that they could 
have survived the flood of the migration of the peoples?
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How was it possible that from the fourth to the thirteenth 
century, for nearly a thousand years that is to say, history 
and archeology were silent on the subject of Daco-Rumanians 
and that even philology produced no evidence, for the 
language of the Rumanians at that time was definitely 
Balkan in character.

The chronicles of Anonymus and Nestor are not evidence, 
for the nameless clerk took the ethnological conditions and 
political events of his own time and placed them three 
centuries back, and his object in any case was merely to 
sing the glory of the Hungarian nation. As historical evidence 
Nestor's chronicle is even less reliable. Apart from this, the 
,,Volochs” he mentions were not Wallachians, but western 
people and adherents of the Latin ritual. According to the 
German, Hungarian and Slav opponents of the theory of 
Daco-Rumanian continuity, history and philology witness 
rather to the Balkan origin of the Rumanian people. For 
over 600 years the middle of the Balkan Peninsula was 
under Roman rule, so that Romanization was much more 
possible and probable there than in Dacia. Latinization was 
so wide-spread that not only the settled farmers and town- 
dwellers learned to speak Latin, but even the autochthonous 
pastoral inhabitants. The fate of these eastern Latins was 
radically different from that of the Latins in the west. The 
difference was -that, whereas after the fall of the Roman 
Empire the western Latins had dealings only with conquer
ing German soldiers, the eastern Latins had to struggle 
against an invasion of large numbers of agricultural Slavs. 
[While in the west the conquering Germans were absorbed 
by the masses of Romanized Gauls and Iberians, the farm
ing and urban sections of the eastern Latins could not with
stand the influence of the large number of Slav elements, 
also of an agricultural character, that kept pouring into 
their country. On the other hand the section of the 
Romanized Balkan people who were able to escape being 
exposed to the influence of these agricultural Slav ele
ments, i. e., the pastoral section managed to preserve its 
neo-Latin language; and it is to this section that we must 
trace the ancestors of the ancient Rumanian tribes which 
were to be found in Macedonia in the south, in I stria in
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the west and in present-day Rumania in the east. The Ru
manian language, though unmistakably of neo-Latin origin, 
reveals typically Balkan characteristics in its construction, 
such as may have distinguished the language spoken by the 
ancient Thraco-lllyrian shepherd nomade. Romanized racial 
elements that, thanks to their pastoral occupations, succeeded 
in keeping themselves unaffected by the Slavs, wandered 
northwards to escape the oppressive rule of Byzantium and, 
crossing the Danube, occupied present-day Rumania, whence 
after the Mongol invasion they appeared in Transylvania 
too. Their migration lasted till the beginning of the nine
teenth century. The most authentic proof that their settlement 
took place at a late date is the fact that an extremely large 
proportion of the names of places and rivers throughout 
the whole of their country are Slav, Magyar, Petcheneg 
and Cumanian, in origin, and that only a very few are 
derived from the Latin. These, then, are the arguments 
advanced by those who refuse to accept the theory of Daco- 
Rumanian continuity.

It should be noted that there have been Rumanian 
historians who have stated the opinion that the Rumanians 
were a Balkan people and not of Dacian origin. The first 
of these scholars in chronological order was a nameless 
Rumanian historian who lived about the middle of the 
sixteenth century and whose work was published in the 
latter part of last century. He wrote as follows: — “ When 
the Rumanians had separated from the Romans they 
migrated northwards and crossed the Danube at Turnu- 
Severin. Some of them, following the river Olt, penetrated 
into Hungary, and by way of the valleys of the Maros and 
the Tisza reached as far as Maramaros. Another part of the 
Rumanians who had crossed at Turnu-Severin settled in 
the district lying between the foot of the mountains and 
the river Olt, while a third section occupied the lower 
reaches of the Danube". In "Fragmente zur Geschichte der 
Rumanen", the work of a Rumanian historian named Hur- 
muzaki, we read: — “When the empire of the Bulgarians 
established in Moesia gradually grew stronger, its frontiers 
in the ninth century were extended to embrace present-day 
Rumania, where later on a number of Rumanians were
22
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settled, who gladly migrated from Haemia and Macedonia 
to the beautiful plains along the Danube, forced as they were 
to leave their homes by the Byzantine Administration. In 
the tenth century the Petchenegs settled on Rumanian soil. 
After them came the Cumanians, who remained there for 
a longer period. During the rule of the Petchenegs the migra
tion of the Rumanians from Bulgaria and Thrace to present- 
day Rumania went on unceasingly.”

Recently Gamilschegg, a German historian, made an 
attempt to reconcile the two theories, that of Daco-Ruma- 
nian continuity and that of the Balkan origin of the Ruma
nians. He accepts the theory of Daco-Rumanian continuity 
for the districts of the Bihar and Ore mountains and certain 
parts of the Banate, while for the rest of the Rumanian 
areas he considers the theory of migration from the Balkans 
probable. According to him, the region of the Ore moun
tains between the rivers Ompoly and Aranyos was the heart 
of the Daco-Rumanian area, which rose like a fortress out 
of a Dacia-Trajana laid waste by the inroads of the 
barbarians. Its high plateaus afforded protection to the 
remnants of the Romanized Dacians. Similar natural fort
resses affording protection to the Romanized populations 
exist in the Balkans, and they were the pillars upon which 
rested the ethnographic bridge of the eastern Latins, which 
stretches from the Balkans and Macedonia to the Ore 
mountains.

Even this reconciling theory was powerless to calm the 
troubled waters stirred up by the problem. The origin of 
the Rumanians, over which bitter warfare has been waged, 
is still a bone of contention. One of the latest and most 
interesting developments in this unceasing dispute is the 
theory advanced by Dr. Nicholas Lupu, a member of the 
old Rumanian National Peasant Party, which if not quite 
original is at least bold. It is not original, for it was pro
pounded several decades ago by Ovid Densusianu, a brillant 
though over-imaginative Rumanian historian. The theory 
advanced by Densusianu and lately revived by Dr. Lupu is 
as follows:

When the Rumanians awoke to national consciousness 
nothing interested them more than the question of their
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origin. Many of them were tormented by a sense of infe
riority, others grew reconciled to this inferiority and resi
gnedly accepted the idea of a bastard origin. It is certainly 
not pleasant for anybody to think that his race is the 
supposed offspring of a colonizing adventure. But this sense 
of humiliation ceases when instead of thinking of the brief 
period of colonization the Rumanians remember the Dacians. 
Dacia —  says Dr. Lupu —  was a mighty empire, its kings 
ruled from the river Bug to the Tisza, and even the Roman 
standards were forced to bow before their power. Who were 
these great people who, when the whole of the known world 
was groaning under the heel of Rome, dared to defy the 
Roman eagles? Endorsing the theory of Densusianu Dr. Lupu 
arrives at the astonishing conclusion that the Dacians were 
pre-Latins, in other words a race from which both the La
tins and the Rumanians sprang. In prehistoric times these 
pre-Latins peopled the whole Balkan Peninsula and the 
Basin of the Danube, then, migrating towards the west, they 
poured into and took possession of the Apennine Peninsula. 
The Rumanians and their language were therefore not of 
neo-Latin origin, they were a separate part that had remai
ned in the east of the great original Latin stock. The 
present Rumanian language sounds like and has the same 
construction as the neo-Latin languages because it derives 
from the same ancient source. According to this theory, the 
Rumanian language could not be compared with French, 
Spanish or Portuguese, only with Old Latin, which long 
before classical Latin was spoken had been the language of 
the shepherds and farmers of Latium.

For the present Dr. Lupu has to be content with nega
tive proofs of his theory, and he opposes many of them to 
the idea of continuity. He hopes to persuade Rumanian 
public opinion and the scientific world to accept his point 
of view by discrediting the theory of Daco-Rumanian con
tinuity. He believes that if this theory, which has been 
officially adopted, is discredited, the Densusianu-Lupu pre- 
Latin theory will carry more weight. It is interesting that 
Lupu uses practically the same arguments to prove the 
improbability of Daco-Rumanian continuity as were advan
ced by Rosier, Hunfalvy and their school. “ It is much more
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probable”  —  says Lupu —  “ that the Thracians, Getae, 
Dacians and Illyrians formed a language family speaking 
an ancient pre-Latin tongue, and that the Rumanians of 
Rumania are a remnant of them that survived the storm of 
history. We Rumanians are a differnt people from the R o
mans and in certain respects may consider ourselves their 
ancestors. The Roman colonization of the Balkan Peninsula 
and Dacia may have confirmed their inhabitants in their 
ancient Latin tongue, but could not have added any 
important or determinative elements to it.”

Dr. Lupu’s theory has been violently attacked by a 
certain section of the Rumanians. They reproach him for 
using the same arguments as the enemies of the theory of 
Daco-Rumanian continuity and thus encouraging them. From 
a philological point of view Lupu's and Densusianu’s theory 
is absurd, for the Rumanian language, despite its own par
ticular characteristics, is definitely a neo-Latin tongue, and, 
were it true that it was not an eastern neo-Latin language 
but one of pre-Latin origin, it would be quite different from 
what it is. The old Thracian, Getan and Illyrian languages 
have not disappeared so completely as to make it possible 
to declare that they were pre-Latin tongues. These Balkan 
languages have a descendant which is still spoken, the 
Albanian language. But the Rumanian language itself is 
sufficient proof that Lupu’s theory is false, for it is unmis
takably neo-Latin in character. Rumanian historians and 
publicists are therefore fully entitled to reproach Lupu. All 
his theory is good for is to discredit the officially accepted 
theory of Daco-Rumanian continuity.

There are historians who believe that the Thracians, 
Getae and Illyrians were Teutonic peoples and that the Ru
manians, as their descendants, are in point of fact of Teu
tonic origin.

This is how the extremely confused dispute over the 
origin of the Rumanians continues to move backwards and 
forwards; and it will not be settled until political passions 
withdraw from a domain in which they are out of place.
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