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Between Scientific Rigor and Patriotic Duty. The 
Historical Discourse of the Romanian Scholars from Cluj 

during the Interwar Period

What I aim in this study isto capture the process whereby the representatives 
of the School of History from Cluj1 shaped their outlook on the purpose of 
historical writing and on the manner in which histon7 ought to be written. Being 
active within a new political context that also fostered the creation of 
institutional structures such as the National History Institute (1920), the Institute 
of Classical Studies and the Faculty of Letters and Philosophy of Ferdinand I 
University, the historians from Cluj experienced a justified sense that this was a 
new beginning for historiography.

1 The problem of the existence of various historical schools in the province, at Iaji, Czernowitz 
and Craiova, as well as, implicitly, of a Cluj-based School of Histon7 has been discussed by Al. 
Zub, who contends that “there do not appear to have existed genuine schools that could easily 
be defined conceptually, methodologically, or stylistically.” And yet, the phrase is employed in 
historiography, without being clearly or explicitly defined, but rather suggested. When it is used, 
reference is made to an erudite spirit, to national militancy, to a predilection for the history of 
the province, Zub, Istorie fi istoriei, 163-164,180, 184. What I have also had in mind is the fact 
that the historians who were active in Cluj, especially the three scholars to whom I refer in this 
study, set forth the directions of research on the histon7 of Transylvania and proposed new 
university courses; they were prolific authors, who were influential in the public, political and 
historiographical space alike. The question that remains open, I think, is whether they were 
really maîtres d école, in other words, whether they were inventors of rules and disseminators of 
theories, whether they had disciples or merely directed consciences. I would be inclined to 
credit the latter possibility, given that many of their ideas and historical demonstrations are still 
sanctioned today by certain historians or theologians. For considerations on the founders of 
historical school, see Carbonell, Histoire et Historiens. 295-297.

The personalities I have chosen to analyse, on account of the profound mark 
they left on the historiographical life of Cluj, are Al. Lapedatu (1876-1950), Ioan 
Lupas (1880-1967) and Silviu Dragomir (1888-1961). These were three 
historians who had been educated in diverse academic settings: the first, a 
student of the Faculty of Letters at the University of Bucharest (1898), witnessed 
the rise of the critical school, whose representatives, D. Onciul, Ioan Bogdan and 
Nicolaelorga, had recently entered the academic milieu of Bucharest. Ioan Lupas 
came into contact with the Central European historiography while he was a 
student of the Faculty of Letters and Philosophy at the University of Budapest 
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(1900-1904), where he worked under the close supervision of Professor Henrik 
Marczali, the his BA thesis advisor.2 His specialization in Berlin (1904-1905) 
enabled him to acquire closer knowledge of the German critical historiography, 
by attending the lectures delivered by Harnack, a historian of religion, Otto 
Hinze (who provided him with methodological suggestions as regards the 
national emancipation movement), Hans Delbrück and Friedrich Paulsen.3 Ever 
since the years of his secondary studies in Novi Sad, Silviu Dragomir had 
embarked on the study of the Slavic languages, which is why, after failed 
attempts to enrol in the Faculty of Theology from Karlowitz, he became a 
student of the Faculty of Theology at the University of Czernowitz (1905-1909). 
In parallel, he attended lectures in Slavic Philology at the Faculty of Philosophy,4 
and in 1909—1910 he studied at the Faculty of Philosophy at the University of 
Vienna. As professors, academicians5 and politicians,6 the three influenced 
Romanian scientific life in general and the historiography of the Cluj School in 
particular, through the lectures they delivered7 and the administrative activity 

2 He attended the lectures of Professors Finánczi and Fejérpataky, cf. Pascu-Teodor, 
"Introducere,” 10. On the Hungarian historiography, see Várdv, Modern Hungarian Historiography, 
38-42.

3 Pascu-Teodor, “Introducere” 12-13.
4 His professors from Czernowitz included Richard Wahle (History of Ancient Philosophy), 

Eugen Ehrlich (Roman Law) and Ferdinand Zieglauer von Blumenthal (History of Austria). In 
Vienna, he took introductory courses in philosophy with Wilhelm Ierusalem, Apology' of the 
Current Age with Reinhold Georg, Art History with Wilhelm Suida, and History' of the Peoples 
in the Balkans with Constantin Jirecek, cf. Sipos, Silviu Dragomir istorie, 31. For his studies and 
the university’ atmosphere in Czernowitz, see Ibidem, 28-35.

5 They were members of the Romanian Academy: Alexandru Lapedatu - a corresponding 
member in 1910 and a full member in 1918 (President of the Romanian Academy between 
1935 and 1937); Silviu Dragomir - a corresponding member in 1916 and a full member in 
1928, Opris, “Prefatd” p. 17; Sipos, Silviu Dragomir, 49.

6 Alexandru Lapedatu was Chairman of the Council of the Oppressed Nations of Austria- 
Hungary formed in Odessa in 1918, a member of the Romanian delegation to the Paris Peace 
Conference, a senator in the Romanian Parliament, in all the legislatures of the years 1919— 
1946 (except for the years 1920-1921), and a Minister of Religious Denominations and the 
Arts. Ioan Lupaj and Silviu Dragomir participated in the Great National Assembly of Alba 
Iulia on 1 December 1918. Silviu Dragomir was Secretary of State for the Minorities in the 
Octavian Goga Government (1937-1938), as well as Minister for the Minorities (1938-1940). 
For the political activity of Alexandru Lapedatu, see Opris, “Prefafd,” 15-177; for Ioan Lupas, 
see Pascu-Teodor, “Introducere”, 15-16; for Silviu Dragomir, see Sipoj, Silviu Dragomir, 53-63.

7 .Alexandru Lapedatu held the Chair in Ancient History' of the Romanians; Ioan I.upay taught 
Ancient History’ of the Romanians, Transylvania’s History’ during the Reformation Period, 
History' of Transylvania under the Habsburgs, History of the Romanians from Michael the 
Brave to Constantin Brâncoveanu; SilviuDragomir ran the Seminar on the History’ of the South 
Slavic Peoples, lectures on the History’ of the Slavic Peoples and a course on the 1848 
Revolution, Ibidem, 43-46.
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they engaged in as institute leaders and as Deans of the Faculty of Letters and 
Philosophy.8

8 Ioan Lupas was Director and Al. Lapedatu was Co-director of the Institute of Nadonal 
History; Lapedatu was also Dean (1921-1922) and Vice-Dean (1922-1923) of the Faculty' of 
Letters and Philosophy, and SilviuDragomir also filled these offices (he was dean from 1925 to 
1926 and vice-dean in 1926-1927). For Alexandru Lapedatu’s administrative, management 
positions, see Opris, “Prÿ»/<?,”15.

9 For Alexandru Lapedatu’directions of study, see Teodor, lncursiuni tn istoriografia romána, 35-44; 
45-57.

1(1 Idem, 80-127.
11 Idem, 30.
12 Zub, Istorie fi istoria, 180.
13 In the opening lecture for his course on the national history, Al. Lapedatu distinguished 

between the time of yore and his own time, making reference to Mihail Kogálniceanu’s lecture 
of 1843: “starting from the very first academic course on the Romanians’ national history 
delivered by Mihail Kogálniceanu at the Mihäileanä Academy in 1843,1 proceeded to show the 
difficult circumstances for the national historiography' back then, moving on to the new, all the 
more favourable conditions of Greater Romania,” Lapedatu, Amintiri, 181.

They formulated the major historical research projects launched in the 
aftermath of Transylvania’s unification with Romania, placing, at the forefront of 
their concerns, the investigation of national history, or the integration of 
Transylvania’s history within the general Romanian history. As such, they 
proposed studying the relationships between the three Romanian countries, 
highlighting the Romanians’ contributionsat the political level by studying the 
beginnings of state organization (Al. Lapedatu9) and the 1848 Revolution, the 
study of the Romanians’ social organization, as well as the investigation of the 
Slavo-Romanian traces (S. Dragomir) and the social dynamics, or the peasant 
uprisings10 11. The historiography practised by the historians from Cluj stood out 
though two main features. First of all, it was an integrative historiography, which 
aimed to explore the common historical destiny of the three Romanian countries 
and, thus, to highlight the historical, cultural background of their political union. 
Hence, a second feature of this historiography, its legitimating character.11 In 
terms of its goals and stance on the issues it examined, the Romanian 
historiography of the Cluj-based scholars was militant, adopting the line of 
inquiry that had been launched by the historians of the Enlightenment period, by 
the representatives of the Transylvanian School12 and continued by the 
romantics. Following in the footsteps of Kogálniceanu, Al. Lapedatu considered 
that the Romanians’ history, the national history had been hitherto deprived of 
systematic, in-depth research due to lack of resources and that it was high time it 
became the prime focus of historical inquiry.13At this moment of 
historiographical optimism, impelled by the new political reality and considering 
the experiences of the past, Al. Lapedatu interrogated the relationship between
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the “science”of history and politics. He advocated respect for the historical 
destiny of the Hungarians, for their ethnic and cultural identity and, at the same 
time, for granting the Transylvanian Romanians’ history’ its rightful, legitimate 
place. His plea assumed a deliberate patriotic tone and revealed the frustrations 
he had accumulated, as he spoke of the “historical rehabilitation of the 
Romanian people in Transylvania and Hungary’,” whose past had been, in his 
opinion, belittled or ignored by’ the Hungarian historians. On a note retributive- 
patriotic note, Romanian historians were called to repair a “great and blatant 
injustice.”14

14 “Noi imprejurári de dezvoltare a istoriografiei nationale” in Mureçanu-Edroiu (ed.), Alexandru 
Lapedatu, 17.

15 Al. Zub wrote about a “complex”of Romanian history being ignored by foreigners in general,a 
complex afflicting Romanians from all the Romanian provinces ever since the early decades of 
the 19th century; hence, the effort to make known the history’ of the Romanians«) foreigners. 
Zub, Istorie fi istorici, 117-125.

16 “Istoriografia romána ardeleanâ in legàturâ cn desfäfurarea vietii politice a neamului românesc de peste 
Carpa(i,”'vn Alexandru Lapedatu, 32-33.

The desideratum of promoting national history’ spurred reflections on 
previous Romanian historical writing and the history of historiography thus 
became a research field and an academic discipline taught by Alexandru 
Lapedatu and Ioan Lupaj. Their historiographical forays established die stage in 
the evolution of Romanian historical writing, the historiographical benchmarks 
and, obviously, the paths to be followed. The views they espoused were sensibly 
different. In his membership acceptance speech at the Academy in 1923, Al. 
Lapedatu was selective and restrictive, considering that the Romanian 
historiography’ in Transylvania had experienced a belated start, in as late as the 
eighteenth century’, and that its beginnings were associated with the Greek- 
Catholic (Uniate) youth who had been educated in Rome. In his opinion, this 
historiography had to catch up with the other two — Hungarian and Saxon — 
historiographies in Transylvania, which were superior in terms of tradition; 
moreover, the history’ of the Transylvanian Romanians, which had traditionally’ 
been ignored both by’ the Hungarian and Saxon researchers and by those in 
Romania, had to come out of the isolation to which it had been relegated.15 
Lapedatu eulogized, nonetheless, two personalities of great renown: 
Nicolaelorga, an indefatigable traveller through pre-war Transylvania, who was a 
connoisseur of the Transylvanian Romanians in their homeland and had 
authored a synthesis of the history of the Romanians in Transylvania and 
Hungary’, and Andrei Veress, remarkable in light of his work of editing 
documents that also made reference to the Romanians’ history.16 Alexandru 
Lapedatu proposed, in perspective, the alignment of the Transylvanian 
Romanian historiography’ with the historiography’ produced by the Hungarians, 
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the Germans and the Romanians from across the Carpathians; in his opinion, the 
study of the Transylvanian Romanians’ history acquired significance only by 
comparison with the events that had taken place in Hungary and in the 
Romanian Countries, a comparison whose aim was to highlight the specific 
character of Romanian civilization.17 The desire of integratingthe history’ of 
Transylvania into general Romanian history prevailed throughout the interwar 
period, not without reason, in fact, given that the historians from across the 
Carpathians had maintained their distance from the Transylvanian past (as 
attested, for example, by’ the meagre space dedicated to the history’ of 
Transylvania in syntheses of the Romanians’ history’).18 Regardingisolation or the 
fact that the other Transylvanian historiographies had disregarded certain key’ 
moments in the history’ of the Romanians, Lapedatu set out to start his first year 
as an academic in Cluj with a challenge, namely, bringing two historical figures to 
the students’ attention, Stephen the Great and Michael Brave. He had wished, as 
he confessed, to begin his lectures “with our two great and glorious rulers, as a 
kind of protest against their having been ignored by the Hungarian and German 
historiography’ of Transylvania.”19

17 Ibidem, 34.
18 In volume II of C.C. Giurescu’s Istoria românilor, dedicated to the fifteenth-sixteenth centuries, 

Moldova has, in terms of the number of pages allocated to it, a share of 48%, Wallachia , 41% 
and Transylvania a mere 11%. In his work Din istoria Bamâniei, Dimitrie Onciul excluded 
Transylvania completely’ from his analysis, Boia, Istorie fi mit in conjtiinfa româneascà, 153.

19 Lapedatu, Amintiri, 181.
20 Lupaj, “Desyoltarea istoriografiei románejti din Transilvania,” 113-134.
21 He referred to a chronicle compiled in the second half of the fifteenth century’, preserved, 

during the first half of the sixteenth century', by the members of the Drágfy family, who were, 
in his opinion, of Romanian origin. With reference to the sixteenth century, he claimed 
Nicolaus Olahus was of Romanian extraction, Ibidem, 114-115.

While Lapedatu had the feeling that the Romanian historiography had to 
overcome a handicap, to make up for its tardy beginnings, Ioan Lupas was more 
optimistic. In the analysis of the Romanian historiography’ in Transylvania20 that 
he undertook in 1933, he set out to demonstrate that this historiography was as 
old and prestigious as the other historiographies in the province. What he 
included, as such, in the Transylvanian Romanian historiography were works 
written in Latin, Serbian and Romanian by chroniclers of Romanian descent or, 
he said, by Romanianized authors.21 He thus broadened the content of what was 
conceptually’ designated by the “Transylvanian Romanian historiography,” or, to 
use another syntagm that belonged to him, the “Transylvanian School”: 
chronologically, above all, as he went back to the fifteenth century in history, the 
century’ of the beginnings, in his opinion, but also thematically and authorially, as 
what Lupaj placed next to the history written by “the great,” renowned 
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historians, fragments of unknown or forgotten chronicles, local accounts, 
compiled by priest-scholars who had evinced a passion for history.22 He thus 
integrated in the “Transylvanian School” authors who had been relinquished to 
oblivion or ignored by others but who, through their writings, had educated the 
larger public’s taste for history and had turned history into a means of self- 
knowledge and a weapon of political struggle. To demonstrate the potential of 
this historiography, as well as its diversity of forms of expression and 
composition, Lupas also focused on histories written in verse or rhymed 
chronicles. Emphasizing the ancientness, diversity and capacity for self-renewal 
of the Transylvanian historiography, Lupa? made a gesture of cultural 
commendation towards the Transylvanian Romanians and a plea for anengaged 
and committed, albeit critical and balanced history, which should not slide 
“down the slope of hypertrophy and megalomania.”23 He granted history the 
role of mobilizing the people and ensuring their self-confidence, as well as of 
consohdating their strengths. History, Lupas wrote, “is called, now and in the 
future, to contribute, day by day, to strengthening these foundations (of national 
unity and Eberty), making them strong and firm.”Moreover, “historians should 
stir sympathy, not contempt for our past,” and “national history” had a duty to 
spread “refreshing optimism” around.24

22 For instance, he made reference to the chronicle of Archpriest Vasile from St. Nicholas’ 
Church in Scheii Brajovului and to the parish priest Sava Popovici from Râsinari, who, at the 
end of the eighteenth century, had turned sermons into a means of disseminating historical 
identitarian matters among the parishioners: the unity and continuity of the Romanians in 
Dacia, Ibidem, 116-118.

23 Ibidem, 131
24 Ibidem, 131-132.
25 Dragomir, Istoria, vol. I—II, (1920-1930).

An example of the national-integrative approach to certain historical subjects 
comes from the domain of confessional history, namely the union of the 
Romanians in Transylvania with the Church of Rome and the relations between 
the Greek Catholics and the Orthodox. The Union was considered an act devoid 
of spiritual significance, which had been accepted by the Romanian priests on 
economic grounds, based on false documents, and misunderstood by the laity, 
who had been deceived by the promise that nothing would be changed in their 
reEgion. Oppression, division and falsification were the key terms around which 
Orthodox discourse was built in the late nineteenth century and in the interwar 
period. It was in similar terms that SEviu Dragomir conducted his analysis of the 
relations between the Orthodox and the Uniates in the first half of the 
eighteenth century in his two volumes of Istoria desrobirii religioase [The History of 
Religious Emancipation^ pubEshed within a decade of one another (1920, 1930)25. 
The title indicates the central idea of Dragomir’s analysis - the Eberation of the 
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Orthodox who had been confessionally oppressed by a foreign power. He 
emphasized the confessional turmoil and the pro-Orthodox movements, his 
ample documentary reconstitution being written in a tone that suggests his 
sympathy for Orthodoxy. Formulations like: “the religious heroism of the 
people”, “the terror regime”, “martyrs and heroines”, “defenders of the ancestral 
faith” add dramatic overtones to his discourse, often making recourse to black- 
or-white arguments, positively invoking the supporters of Orthodoxy, and 
casting the others - the Catholics and the Greek Catholics - into the opposite 
camp. The historian had acknowledged his subjective approach when he said 
that, at times, he had allowed himself to get “carried away by feelings,”26 an 
understandable approach given his formative environment, as well as his 
commitment to the Church that had provided him with financial support during 
his study years.27 The historian’s research on this subject, which he also 
continued during the post-wrar period, has a paradigmatic value for historians or 
for Orthodox theologians even today. It was also from anational-integrative and 
Orthodox perspective that Ioan Lupas addressed this issue. In his course on the 
History of the Transylvanian Romanians’ Church, which he delivered in the early years 
of his career at the Orthodox Theological Institute in Sibiu, a course that he 
published in 1918, he referred to the union of a part of the Romanians with the 
“Western Church”, claiming that “from the Romanian point of view, this act of 
sad and painful memory must be given a name that expresses the unadulterated 
truth: the ecclesiastical division of the Transylvanian Romanians.”28 Like his 
fellow university professor Dragomir, he also considered that the history of 
relations between the Uniates and the Orthodox during the first half of the 
eighteenth century, up until the reestablishment of the Orthodox Church (1761), 
had been one of ordeal and turmoil for the Orthodox soul, of a dramatic fight 
for defending the “ancient faith”. The confessional configuration of United 
Romania, in which Orthodoxy represented the dominant confession, encouraged 
the perception of the relations between the Greek Catholics and the Orthodox 
not in terms of constructive diversity, but in those of a solid, perennial unity, 
unaffected by any rupture, including by a confessional rift. Such approaches were 
consistent with the discourse on Romanianism adopted by the national right 
wing of the 1930s, for whose members the national spirit was largely identified 
with Orthodoxy.29

26 Sipos, Silviu Dragomir, 220.
27 //Ow,212.
28 Lupa?, Istoria bisericeascâ a románilor ardeleni, 108.
29 Boia, Istorie fi mit, 168-170.
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The patriotic, national ethos of romantic extraction that pervaded the 
researches of the historians from Cluj was reinforced by their interest in primary 
sources, which led to major documentary restitutions from archives located in 
the country or abroad. Given their interest in documents and text analysis, 
cultivated via their contact with the German or the Austrian historiography, the 
professors from Cluj rallied themselves to the current of historical criticism. In 
the aforementioned Istoria desrobirii religioase, Silviu Dragomir appended a 
substantial number of documents from the archives of Moscow, Karlowitz and 
Budapest. In fact, he was a historian who exploited various sources: in his 
research on the Middle Ages, for instance, he resorted to sources of an 
archaeological, linguistic (toponymical), architectural, or visual (mural) nature. 
Ioan Lupasmade a major contribution to the publication of Documente istorice 
transilvane ^Transylvanian Historical Docnments]x2üiá Alexandru Lapedatu exploited 
manuscripts from the Romanian Academy Library, alongside archival funds and 
museum catalogs. By appealing to documents, the historians from Cluj aligned 
themselves with the historiography practised by their colleagues from Bucharest 
— by the so-called “critical triad.” Ioan Bogdan was a model cherished by Ioan 
Lupas, especially as regards the publication of historical sources: in his opinion, 
the former had the merit of having removed Romanian historical science from 
its “romantic stage of infancy.”30 31 The issue of the historical sources led toward 
the problem of historical method and the historiographical horizon that the 
professors from Cluj had outlined, in their attempt to square the demands of 
critical documentary' analysis with the national spirit of their interpretations.

30 Lupas, Documente istorice transilvane, (1940); I.upaç, Documente istoriceprivitoare la mofiile brâncoveneçti 
din Transilvania fi O/tenia 1654—1823, (1933).

31 Lupaj, “Desyoltarea istoriografiei románesti,” 129-130.

Ioan Lupaj was more generous in comparison with his fellow historians, in 
his reflections on historical writing, due to the fact that he had taught courses on 
the history of historiography for many years. Through others, he defined himself, 
and his forays into Romanian and European historiography reveal his outlook on 
how history is written. His historiographical analyses disclose his constant 
concern withthe historian’s subjectivity and the purpose of his research.

He addressed subjectivism in the writing of history' in his opening lecture of 1 
November 1923, entitled The Meaning and Purpose of His toy. Analysing the 
different trends and tendencies in the European historiography' of the previous 
decades, he discussed the problem of historical knowledge and the historian’s 
approach to historical facts and lived life. He chose to present to his history' 
students the defining figures of European historiography, innovative through 
their method and their vision of history', such as Ranke, or through the concepts 
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they had created, such as Karl Lamprecht, with his Kulturgeschichte. Following the 
Ranke-Lamprecht dispute, he highlighted the creative dynamism of German 
historiography, centred on debate and dispute, drawing thus the attention of the 
students to a different kind of history than the narrative one. In this sense, he 
also insisted on the historical philosophy of Oswald Spengler, who denied the 
existence of laws in history, in opposition with the supporters of 
historiographical naturalism, upholding the value of the historian’s intuition and 
the relativity of knowledge32. The individual or the collective subject of history, a 
rigorous or an intuitive historical method, spontaneity and subjectivism in 
approaching historical facts - here are the dilemmas whereby Lupas wanted to 
make his students reflect on the writing of history. What solution did the 
professor propose? What was his position on approaches to history? He proved 
to be a supporter of the idea of history “as it happened”, to use Ranke’s words, 
and of history as a “revival of integral life,” as Jules Michelet had envisaged it. 
The endeavour of Lupas the historian was that of combining the interest in 
documents and historical accuracy, specific to what he called “scientific history”, 
with his personal, subjective outlook on historical facts because, he confessed, 
“we, ourselves, are history” and that is why we seek “the spiritual, vivid, personal 
and subjective contacti’ with it.33 Presenting two methods: “explanatory- 
scientific” and “reconstructive-individualistic”, he distinguished between a 
perennial history of the Rankean type, based on rendering the “sheer truth” and 
transient, subjective history, in which the facts are distorted by the historian’s 
thoughts and ideals. These methods were not exclusive, as the rendition of‘sheer 
truth”could be supplemented by the historian’s “penetrating insight.”34 The text 
entitled “The Sense and the Purpose of History” betrays his attachment to the 
German School of History, but also his interest in subjective history, boosted by 
his own experience as a historian who was active on the political stage. He 
betrayed here his admiration for Ranke, outlined as the complete historian, 
through his creative power, the renown he had gained throughout the continent, 
not only through his studies on German history, but also through those 
dedicated to various European peoples (the French, the English, the Serbs), 
through his objective approach, revealed, among other things, by the manner in 
which he, a Protestant, wrote the history of the popes, through the clarity of his 
rhetoric and his talent as a writer. While he was a reader of Ranke (as evidenced 
by the quotations he reproduced), he did not ignore the subsequent German 

52 For the reception of Oswald Spengler’s work, The Decline of the West, in the Romanian 
historiography and, generally speaking, in the Romanian interwar culture, see Zub, Istorie fi 
istoriâ, 243-245.

33 Idem, 'Sensui fi scopul istoriei, ” 61.
34 Ibidem.
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historiography. He made reference to Ranke’s disciple, Heinrich von Sybel 
(whom he considered, “after Ranke, the greatest German historian”)35 and 
Treitschke, Ranke’s successor at the Department of History at the Friedrich 
Wilhelm University in Berlin, as these were politically engaged historians, 
supporters of the idea of a unified and powerful German state,36an idea that 
must have influenced him in his approach tothe relationship between politics 
and history. He was nonetheless also attached to the romanticism of Jules 
Michelet and the idealism of Thomas Carlyle,37 and among his historical readings 
were the works of Hippolyte Taine38 and Auguste Comte.39 What would result 
from Lupaj’s reflections on how history should be written? It should be written 
with the mind and the soul, I believe. This is the answer that emerges from 
reading Lupa?’s historiographical essays, permeated by the desire to discover and 
tell the truth, in whose victory he beheved Inventas vinciff in a critical spirit, but 
also with respect for the educational-patriotic and mobilizing value of history40. 
In fact, Lupa? the historian claimed thus that history cannot be divorced from 
life, from the one who re-creates it and gives it meaning.

55 Idem, “Cultul eroilor si dreptatea istoriei,” 16.
36 Iggers, The German Conception of History, 116-123.
37 He was impressed with Carlyle’s literary talent and the expressive edge of his comparisons, 

Lupa?, "Cultul eroilor,” 16.
38 He mentioned Taine in the same essay he wrote in his youth, “Cultul eroilor,” concerning the 

role of outstanding individuals in history, Ibidem, p. 15.
39 He cited Comte for his idea about the moralizing import of history: “History is like morals that 

instruct by way of exemplification,” Lupa?, “ Vieata p activitatea lui Gheorghe Barifuf 3.
40 See also Alexandru Zub’s considerations in ín orfontiil istoriei, 37.
41 Iggers> Historiography in the Twentieth Century, 3—4.
42 There also existed a trend opposed to the dominant one led by Nicolae Iorga, illustrated by a 

new generation of historians, whose spokesman was C.C. Giurescu. Having launched Rewrtó 
istoricâ romána in 1931, C.C. Giurescu proposed that research should be focused on the 
economic, social and cultural problems. He thus distanced himself programmatically from the 
previous generation, which had limited itself, as he wrote, to the study of the national problem, 
Zub, Istorie p istoriei, 173-174.

To conclude, through their interest in political, narrative history, as well as 
through their chosen methodological frameworks, namely, German historicism 
and Romanian critical historiography, the three historians from Cluj seem to 
have ignored the changes in European historiography, which had developed an 
ever stronger interest in social structures, in processes of social change and in 
expanding the historical perspective from the sphere of politics into that of 
society at large.41 Their appetite for political history did not insulate them in the 
realm of Romanian historiography, but rather integrated and blended them 
therein.42 Although the interest of Romanian historiography in social history and 
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the “democratization” of history was never absent,43 the concern with political 
history prevailed.44 Thus, whereas at the beginning of the 20th century the 
Rankean paradigm had been increasingly criticized by historians from France, 
Belgium, the US and even Germany,45 for Lupas, as I have seen, Ranke remained 
the model par excellence. This attitude may have been contingent on the general 
state of Romanian society, on a more subdued economic and social dynamism 
than in Western Europe,46 but it may also have been a reflection of the need felt 
by Romanian historians active in Cluj to recuperate a historiographical stage that 
had been insufficiently exploited in its own time, that of criticism. Convinced, in 
the early 1920s, that what opened before them was a vast historiographical site, 
the historians of the School from Cluj felt the need to place themselves in the 
sentice of the city, of the community, by combining scientific accuracy with 
patriotic devotion.

43 Nicolae Iorga proposed an opening to non-official history, to history viewed from below or, in 
his own terms, to “the history of the country through the small ones,” Ibidem, 274—275.

44 National history was, according to the historian Al. Zub, the leitmotif of Ioan Lupaj’s entire 
work, Ibidem, 97.

45 Iggers, Historiography in the Twentieth Century, 5.
46 According to Iggers, “democratization and the emergence of a mass society’ led historians to 

take into account the role played by larger segments of the population and their living 
conditions, Ibidem.

Translated into English by Carmen-Veronica Borbély
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