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The PublJiishini; House of rthe Aca.demy 
of Soielnces of the Hung.a,ri'an Peop,le's 
Repubilirc hUiS .recenMy put out 'a comp're­
hen'sive three-v!QJl1.lJ..."Tle 2,OOO-page History 
of Tr,aI1'syhllC1!niJa (Erdely Tontenete). The 
work of ,a resealrcher team, it nas the 
MdJnister of Cultl.1!re of the Hungarian 
People's Republic, K5peczi Bela, as its 
roopolI1:::ILb1e edirtor. SLnoe 'the S'llbject of 
the HUJng,ari.an researche!l.'S' mvesrbiJg,ation 
~3 T,l"'arr~syLVIalIlliJa -- ,andent RomanilCl!I1 
Ta,nd - it is ol1Jly lIl'atuNIll that it lawused 
thekltereslt of Romandaiil histo:rUlaJI1!s. This 
ils 'a,ll the much mare so ,as ,they have a 
niJglrt to kULOW how oM il1JatilOlIlallts't, chJau­
v;Ln~st ,theses ,amJd aLiches ci:raulated in 
the old system and the old historiography 
were d~G~arded. 

The His.tory of T'l1UiI1SylVialIl[ra undeI" 
1.<5peczi Bela's coordination does in no 
way meet thilS expeobatiioiIl. Regretful1y, 
we must say from ithe begin'moIDg tnat 

the work iis h8Jrdly dLfferrenrt from tht: 
C'ld HUlD.garianchaJllviJn'ilst :a!Ild reVlisioni.s,t 
histm'iogI1a'Ilhy lin dJts fUII1!d'aaneru1lalltheses 
and oOll'clu:sbn's. The re-ader of ,the book 
is teft w~th ,thek"TIp'ression of iB!Il incre­
c1ible a'I1'alChl'Olnism, beca:u:se rthe volumes 
the Pub1iiSh~ng House of the HUJ1Jga:riian 
A~8demy of Sdenoos 'Put out iIn 1986 
soundas 'ii rthey were wriltten more than 
four dec:ades laga. AiIlJd yet, ,the book 
22.IT!Je aH Ithe pre:::s j,n OUl'" time CJaJI1rydng 
the author,i,ty of the highest scientdf.ic 
fonun, '[u,e] ha'V'im,g 'a member of 'the 
Huug1aJr'k"n Government astt,s res.[Jon­
sible editor. 

RomaiIlian eXJI)€rts wdillJ. ialnalYlSE! rthe 
H~sto,ry of Transylva!Ilda amd §lve their 
OplimiiOlil on 'BaJch of the major queslmons 
it raJilseiS. Whatl: we want rto do iIlOW is ta 
gLve OUl' ,reaJdern 'a geneI'lal1 mea of the 
work ,a<nd IS'ÎIIlJ§le OiUlt 'the elemeruts for an 
alpp'I1C11isal rthatl: can ,lead 'ro anJly OIle con­



omiÎ!QII1: we ,are flaoed wirth iCl gro&s dj,s­
ooJrtriJOn ofthe hiistory of Tl'amsy,lvanJi.a 
MlJd imp1dlCirtlly of 'ilie h~SIt()['y of the 
RomaJIl~a'n people, wrlrt:h -theses which are 
as ID'llcl1 ha'rmf1.11 lClIS they are injurious 
fo.r ()fUr peoplle, wilth ,a delriJberarte aIttemp,t 
ta con:tel'lt Roman1Ja's rtel'I'liton1aJlintegrHy. 
OIIl such frun:da.."l1entaJI qruestion:s of Ro­
maJIliJaJIl hllsrto,ry 'as: ,the 'am:cestl'aJI Geto­
DaoLau'1. co['ljtinruJiJty, ,the Daco-Roman des­
cen1, COl1wruu:i<1:y iJn the IDI.'Ief.a'thers' land, 
1he UJIlity of rthe RomanLanls in rthe Middle 
Ages, laJI1Jd 1:heirpolHioaJI Ia/Ilid IlegaJl sta,tus, 
the :iiighrt: for nartJioI1:al ,cmd soei'al emaJIl­
c:iJp<artJiJolIl of ,the RomaJIlÎaJIls din Tl'IaJIliSylva­
[1.ia, the great barttles fOiI" dindependence, 
,the creartJicm. of the llIIl.iJtary iIlJatioruaJI state 
aI1!d the pl!ace of ilie ROrnaII1i,aJIliS in wo.rld 
histolry, 0II1 'aU quesrtions eS'sent~al for rthe 
'past of the RomcmLans, the iPosJl1:ion of 
the larurt:hO'rS of rthe hi,stO'ry of T'l'ansylVia­
cia dis - las we <atre go.ing to see - in 
shart1p dJiJsagreement wLth the ,f'aats of 
hiistocr:y, whiJoh iliey di'stort iaJI1id f1alsHy. 

F,rom ilie ,f,Lrst chapters dewling with 
pl'otohLstory, o,ne oan eleady grasp the 
alUJthors'iJnJteIlItilO11 to deny lailJl corutinuHy 
oi settlemeJIlI1: 1Jn TI.'ICIDs)'llvaJIldia, indeed ilIl 
aU,l ethl1liioaJl.ly RomalIJ!Lan 'SiPaJOe. Ta be SIlLl"e, 

no oll1e denries thiaI1: in the BaJleOiI1Jthic and 
the Neolil1:hic, in the Bronzoe Age anJd the 
kon Agepopul:atrion movemenrtJs did occur. 
However, din ~pi,te of thaJt POPU1atoiOIIl 
movemerut, ,archaeologiJoal 're8'earch has 
shown ilia,t the ,al'ea was pel'ffianentIy 
inhabi:ted by ,a [ljarbive mass tha,t suc­
oes5Iive Wlaves of milgl'a,to:ry popUillatiO!IllS 
cO'U1Id not diJslIGOaJte. Wha't the authors of 
the l-Hstory Oif TrrCl!I1Jsyl\naiIJ!La 'are ooncerned 
with 1<s to make this pal't of the Dacian 
aJrea :look iIike a pliCloe where popuiliations 
,came aI1ld w€[Jjt, of1en left iJt deseI'l1:ed, a 
Mnd of J:lio-malIl's-IIiaJIlJd. This is a way of 
contesmg alI OO[lj1JiJruui;ty of settlement 
and hence of den)'ling the o[ooess of the 
autochthO!IlOUiS Geto..,Daoians and their 
state orgatI1iWaJtion in ilie 'time of King 
B'l.LI.'Iebista mo're ,thaln two mLllennia ago. 

We then COlIne ooross the rthesis­
rurned-oibses'5iOlIl of HungJall",Lain his,tory: 
the DaIC]!mS' exterrnda1aticm. by ilie Ro­
man conqruel'Ol'S, whJich ils 'Upheld ,to refute 
tJhe eontlÎlI1uity of settIemenl1: in I1:he laJl'ge 
Dacian 'area IIlOOth of the DaJIliUJb.e and 
especially in the intra-Carpathian ter­
ritory. In that respect, what the History 
of Tp&'1sylvan'i,a says i'smuch the same 
thlliT'.g fum the o!d nauQ[Jjaldisrtic Hun­
garian hLstoI"iography did. "Nor is it 
ind~,fferent iJn laJIl aruaIYJSIÎIS of depopu­
la1io,n thiart preciseIy ,the centre,l part of 
Decebalu:s' ,cou:1try" Ci. e. Tl'aJIl'sylvan,iJa 

- cur note) "beaame 'a new province. 
It was a terrri,tory ,the popula1:ion of 
which was dEcimated not ouly by warfare 
- \vaged, for the mos.t ,pal"t, in that 
terrHory as wel1 - bu1 allsa by the 
DaC:31S' resiSota:1'ce to the uItiJma<te, hiav­
i,ng sQayeJ loyal to DecebaJIUIS UiI1tiJI he 
took his cup of poison. It was primarUy 
ihat l'esion's popu]ation 1hart the Romans 
s] augl1tered, it felI into slavery 01" took 
refuge fram the 'conqruerors into unoc­
CUpiEJ territory". On thils SiUbject, the 
m~thors ,allSo delLbemteIy ~Igmcre the f,ind­
k1hS of archaeoIo@ioal research that 
brought to light Dacian vesseIs 01" frag­
1:1C'l1'tS of them, iusi:de ,the Romam. cas,tra 
~n TransYllvania - 'at M,iJciJa, August>ila, 
BOllogn, Buciumi, iliheiu Bistrriţei - to 
s,ay nothiJIlg of the Da>Di,an settIements 
uner'i'thed at Lcchdnţa de Mureş, CcvşoIţ, 

l'bs13c, Obreja, d. o. OI' of ,the eremation 
',m=~cropol.i'3es of the :same lautochthonous 
Da::i'etn popul,3ltinn iClit SorpOI.'IU de Cîmpie, 
OaşaIţ, Obrej>a, etc. whteh, 'aJIongs~de 

other evid:ence, pI.'love 'that rthe answer 
ta the questi:Jn whiilch the schoIicvr B. P. 
Ha~L~~u hadClisked ,in hLs ~time "ip€["it-,aIU 
daCili7" (did the Dacians dils'ap,pear7) i'5 
defi.rJ,i1:ely no. However, if the iIlluthors 
of the Hilstory of 'Drm1s:\"l\lIania chose the 
shkJ:, out of bad fai'th, the f,in.dlling1s of 
a'l1chaeo:Iog.ical im.vestig2Itions, ,ill1'COn<toestable 
tesibimonies of the DaoiaIl's' ma1e!l'ialI iWIld 
6pirituruI cuIturre, of DaClLan conti[ljmty 
in that hearth, they shou1d harve had 
knowledge of the i1amollis UII1'SCl'iptrion at 
GI1anlmeni near the anci:ent CIilty of 
Phili[!J'pi, in I\1Cl'cedoiC.1ia, whiiiCh Wia'S quilte 
a revelIation to the world'\S hilSl!:ODi'a!IlS. 
Anyway, that l1nscrip,uion :does not Siay 
- 'a'3 theauthors of the book do - tha,t 
the hero King Deceoo:hl!s dJied "drliink1ng 
,the Clip of poison" togel1:her WJil1:h "the 
DaeioaIls' iI.'lU1!Îll1g cIass which committed 
IDJaiSS 5uicide". 

Re-lmmching Robe,rt RoesIer's UIliS­
oiell1tific theo:ry of 1h!e :latter hallJf of 
the I'.~,eteenth centuJry on the sOUl1:h 
Danub:ilan oJrigins of the Romani,CI!I1Js, the 
authors oi the Hlistory of TrClJI1lSyllVlania 
deny the rposoobilLty of oDaoioa's Rorn:an~­

zla.tion, di'aiJming thiat "rthe replaeement 
of the language whLch was Romanized 
to Ithe highest degree, ,the 1ak>iIIlg over 
of J.JaJtilIl as 'el mather rtO'I1gue, OOiIlIIlO,t be 
plroved :iJn DGOl1a, ,am:d histoPioaJl and sociaa 
devellopmen1 did Inot make ,them aJIly 
mOI.'le liikeIy". Thiart WlaJS 'an>aJSSert,ion 1:he 
aul1:hOll'S had ,to makiein order ta show 
rbha;f: the Romai!1i'aJI1 rpeopIe WaJS formed 
S'olu<th of Ithe D:anube, somewhere iln ,the 
BaIlk3[JjS 'aiild nowhere e1se, where I1:he 
RO!I1Jalll C'OIIoruists of DaJcia wOlllId have 
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gone in rthe yeall" 271 when Emperor 
AureH'ail1 dedded ro wirthdl'law the ROl'IMlJn 
admnstration and ,army from Dacia. 
"It ris j'l1srt possihle" the authoI\S concede 
"tha.t not 31111 the poP1ll1'artion left ,the 
provmce, 'aJlrthough there ·ils nothiJng to 
surpport thts poosiJb1Hty. Anyway, on the 
strength of whaJt has been shown 60 f,ar, 
cine may say that the tI1umber of those 
who \St,ayed behind was insiglniJiicant". And, 
furtheT on: "A two-century old aJl'IChae­
ologic3Il researeh rin Tl'IansylvaJlliJa could 
not Sillipip'ly ,a deHnilte proof of the CQill­

:trinuity of the "Roman" ipopruJaMon iJn 
Dada wor,th beiJng cons1dered. The 
authoI\S, iJn the best RoeslerdJan tmdition, 
even O'LlJi'doiJng their "master", Te6Ume the 
vacuum theory areording to which the 
area north of rthe DaiIlube weB Vla{Jate<!. 
of the Daca-Roman popul1ation only ro 
be ,able to depiot T'raiI1sY'lVlaniJa las ,a ter­
ri,tory U!llinhabilted by an wtochthonous 
pOipulatiolil 01' by oolon,ists - "A country 
of '31lil land no one" ,as the authoI'S say 
oomewhere. Then, in that no-man's-land, 
Goths, Huns, GepiJdJae, AvlaJI's, Sla'VS, 
BulgJa1."S oarne dn 5uocession but not a 
trace of a Daca-Roman, ami eventuaLly 
Romani:an rpopu:lartrion. 

Have the authors fo!r'gotten thait a 
Hu:::.garian historian - Husmi Andras 
- wrote that: "The descendJaiIlits of .u.e 
Getae ,stilil ld,ve where theilr ,paren1Js dJid 
and s,peak the language fualt thei.r 
palrents Used to speak. No !llJatiJon bas a 
latl1gUJage claseI' ta the ancient Roman 
(LiatbiJn) ,1angua:ge than the Romamans 
have., whiJch 15 a sure OOlid UiI1mista~able 

si:gn tha:t theyare 'the desceooall:lits in 
T,l'IaIlJsy1l'VIC1JI1,ila of the aJIlJmoort: Roman 00­
loniJs,ils, of which we briefily s'ay ,thi's: The 
name of this peorple lÎJIl Us own J.,anguage 
is 'Rom2ln' fualt is flrom Ro~, ar 
RomaJIl~an". Ref€nmce ta this 'a'l1thor ils 
not a decils'1ve largument, what we WC1JI1lt 
to Il'el11Iiind dis Ihalt there wecrce HUII1JgardJan 
hiJs,tori'a:ns who cOlllllid objeotively Slbate the 
truth, ,a fact of Roman.iJan hisrto:ry: the 
Daoo-Roman ,an:d Romandan QOllltinuity 
!Ilor:th of Hle Danube. 

At a time when, in the authors' opi­
nioll, the spaJCe bert:ween the CaJrpathriJams 
and the Danube would have been undeI' 
the way of the first Bulgarian Empire, 
~n 894, rt:he HUiI1~a.riliarIllsa!l.miV1ed lin the 
Oa:l"pathiJan basiJ:n: ",therefore, the first 
place where the Hungarians dismounted 
was Transylvania. Eventually they took 
the way down the valleys of the Mureş 

and the CTjşul Repede 'aIlJd ipOssihly 
thmugh the Meseş Pa5s rtowaTd rt:he Pan.­
l[l{)Ul11aL.'1 F:laJil[l". 

The authors of the History of Tran­
sylvania try to arbitrarily change histo­
rical facts, reverse the situations, by 
makring the RomaJIlians migmrt:ory, aJlld 
the migratories - a stable population. 
The fact is that. after the Hungarian 
triJbBs lar,roved lin the PannoniJan PlaiJn 
in 896 and their westward advance was 
checked, they begaJIl 10 l1adJd iJnrtra-Oarpa­
thian tel'll'li1:ory, d. e. Tl"ansyJ.v1atni'a. There, 
the Romanians had lived for many cen­
turies in political formations recorded by 
various historical sources among which 
the Chronicle of the anonymous notary 
of Kdng Belia, therefore ,a princLpaJl soux­
ce of Hungarian historiography. The 
aJIllthoTis of ,thie H:istory of Trnmsy:l:vani'a 
depiJotinsteadthe Hung;a11Îlan l1Jri,bes as 
"diISffiountiJDJg" fiiJrst iJn TI"CliIliSylv:ani!a, iJn 
the midst of a Slavic population where 
Proto-Bulgarian elements would also have 
been, and only afterwards moving into 
the Pannonian Plain. In that way Tran­
sylvania becomes "overnight" an old 
"cradle" of the Hungarian tribes, older 
eveITl than the Rainnorn'an Rla1n where the 
Hungarian statenow lies. 

AJnd ,the ROIDclJIlJi:arIlIS? 'a'skis 1:he 'reader. 
Where were they who formed the ma­
jor::i1ty popu;1ati!on of Tl'IaIlJsY'1V'a'll1a? Say the 
authors faking caution: "We cannot en­
gage here in a dispute on the so-called 
Daco-Roman continuity, that is on the 
endurance of a Romanized population in 
Transylvania since ancient times. We 
must only say what we said before, nam­
ely that there 15 no eVl1dence - histordcal, 
archaeological OI' toponymic - of a Ro­
manian population in Transylvania prior 
ta the early thirteenth century". The fact 
is that there is ample evidence ta that 
effect, the froit of decades of Romanian 
hfustori!oog,Daphic 'researeh. OJ1l1y thalt the 
authors of the History of Transylvania 
either ignore it, 01' belittle it, 01' simply 
"'nulli!fy" it. 

A relevant example of their negation 
of the sources that do not fit into their 
pre-arranged patterns is the "treatment" 
given to the anonymous notary of King 
Bela (Anonymus). It takes the authors 
many pages to "prove" that he was wrong 
when 'sa)'litl1g tOOt when they f,jll'5t Ilaided 
the intra-Carpathian territory the Hun­
garians found the Romanians there. The 
authors' painstaking effort to "nullify" 
Anonymus is queer and at the same time 
amusi:ng: rerely had 'a histociogoo,phy been 
00 iJntent an discreddtirrllg and disprov1ng 
the historical accounts supplied by one 
of the earliest sources of its own history. 
What ds Anonymus' g1Utl1:? lts g,raviJ1:y is 
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exceptional in the eyes of the authars. 
He records the Romanians in Transyl­
vania and Banat and refers ta "a one 
Romanian" Gelu "Duke of the Romani­
ans". Understandably, ta people who deny 
the Romanian continuity in Transylvania, 
the anonymous notary is a painful "ob­
stacle" and his guilt calls for the "liquid­
ation" of his chronicle, ar rather of his 
information an Transylvania, an the 
Romanians of Transylvania in the first 
place. The authors proclaim Anonymus 
ta have wrongly understood a passage 
in the old Russian Chronicle "A Story of 
Past Times" and projecting into the ninth­
tenth centuries a fact of his time, that 
is ta Siay of the 1JaJte ,tweltf,th century; 
the Romanian-Bulgarian Empire. 

We will not resume here the - sa 
old - discussion an the source value of 
Anonymus' Chronicle. We confine our­
selves ta stating a point that was already 
made, IlJamely that as long 'as 00 polit­
ical interest prompted a distorted presen­
tation of the histary of Transylvania, no 
one, even in the Hungarian kings' entou­
rage, would hesitate ta admit that tha 
Romanians had been in Transylvania for 
many centuries before the Hungarian 
tDibesDaided it. FOl" all the ,1i.m1tations 
of his time, Anonymus was far closer ta 
,tI'lJjth tham the 'authors of the History of 
Transylvania who miss nothing ta distort 
that truth: the Romanian autochthony 
and continuity in the intra-Carpathian.., 
Danubian-Pontic space, therefore also in 
Transylvania, conclusively supported by 
his torical, 'a:rchiaeolo~i:oa:l, linguistic, topo­
nymic, ethnographic and other evidence. 

Can anybody question the cxistence, at 
the end of the ninth cent,tJ.ry and the 
beginning of the next, of comprehensive 
political formations an Transylvania's 
territory like the voivodeship (duchy) ar 
"countries" as the Romanians called them 
at that time? Narrating the Hungarians' 
advent ta Transylvania, Anonymus 
shows how the HUirlglaDian ,aruni.es first 
conquered iri heavy battles, thEi territory 
of such a voivodesh,ip extending to the 
Tisa in the west, beyond Satu Mare in 
the north, up ta the Piatra Craiului Mas­
SN 3IIlId the Meses Gatesm ~he east, aud 
down rto Mureş 'm rthe oolllth. 

Such a political formation, a "country" 
(terra) as the chronicler records it, fully 
corresponds, as far as its territory was 
concerned with a high concentration of 

sB1:tlements fO'.Jnd tn the nooth-west of 
Transylvania: the name of its leader 
(dux) WC:S, 8JCCOrding rto the same chro­
nicler, Menumorut, and his seat was in 
the stronghold of Biharea (near Oradea). 
Here is what the chronicle of the royal 
notary Anonymus reads: "Indeed, Arpad's 
envoys Usubuu and Veluc, crossed the 
mver Tmsla al1t Locy Fard 'amd made for 

. the fOI'tress of BihO'r where they gireet­
ed duke Menumorut and presented him 
with the gifts their duke had sent him. 
In the end, however, having delivered 
ta him Duke Arpad's message they claim­
ed the above-named territory. Duke 
Menumorut received them with goodwill 
ama, piling plreseIllts on them, ou the 
thilrd d2.y ,asked Ithemto go back. He 
also gave them an answer, saying: "Tell 
Arpad, duke of Hungary, your master: 
we owe him what a friend owes ta a 
friend, everything he may find necessary, 
for he is a stranger and in need of many 
things. But the territary he asked of aur 
goodwl'll, we W'Hl never relinquish, not 
as long as we live. And we were sorry 
when Duke Salanus. ceded a very large 
territory out of love, as they say, ar of 
fear, which they deny. As for US, we 
will not cede one inch of the land, even 
though he says he has a right over it. 
And his words do not hurt aur hearts, 
for he has shown us he descends from 
King i'IJti<liLa, who was' named 'the seaurge 
of Gad' ". 

Nevertheless, the autaors of the new 
History of Transylvania proclaim that 
'';the ROIlIlJail1rt1c charact€l."Sand insignim­
cant fighting depicted by Anonymus are 
otherwise unconfirmed: Let us' reml.nd 
first that this is not the only example 
of a historic fact being narrated in just 
one source as Anonymus. The main thing 
in such cases is that the source be put 
ţo clase scrutiny in order to reveal what 
is authentic, genuine." The "hypercrit­
teism" of Anonymus by the authors of 
the History of Transylvania reminds us 
of the chUd thrdwn out along with the 
ba>th. Legend8lry el>ements - 1Jobe .found 
in medieval chronicles including Anon­
YII1JllS' - shouild 1I10t obscure Ithe facts, 
particulary when corroborated by written 
and ICIJl'lChaeologÎJOal ooll'rces: ,poJiltiJcal form­
ations led by judices and voivodes exist­
ed throughout thie Romall1ÎlalI1-inhaJbited 
area in the eighth-tenth centuries. A 
map of the archaelogical finds in the 
intra-Carpathian area gives an outline 
of the three political formations recorded 
by .AII1onymllls who may hiave heen WIrOIlJg 
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in 'same de1Jallilis, but not on the ma'jor faot 
of the RomaIlJiJaaliS' I8iI]terioI1iJty r1Jo rthe 
HU:I1JgaI1iJalns dln TrafllJSYl1va:nm: rthe trees 
should not hinder us from seeing the 
wood. 

By denying, demolishing, falsifying 
historieal sources, the authors of the 
History of Transylvania bring back the 
whole arsenal used by the opponents of 
the Romanian continuity north of the 
Danube. Ta them, the Romanians were 
a popu}arbkm of 'shepherds whiJch rthe less 
numerous it was south of the Danube, 
the more numerous it grew north of it. 
In order to appear concerned with scient­
ifie "rigour", the authors write feigning 
caution: "However, we must venture the 
hypothesis that the relatively late docu­
mented advent of the Vlacho-Romanians 
in the Southern Carpathians going back 
to 1210 at best, may not mean that they 
effectively carne there only shortly bef­
ore that date". And, in order not to 
"venture" too much, the authors admit 
that instead of the year 1210, the organ­
ization of the Romanians in the Southern 
Carpathians as frontier guards, appo­
mted by :tOO HlmgalriJam kIÎIIligs ~of oomsel) 
"rnay be eonsidered ta have taken place 
between 1150 and 1200". 

OIlIce rthe thesils of the ,tarie JllJdvent Of 
the rtomanians in Walachia and Mold­
avia first, and in Transylvania after­
wards is "launched", the authors make 
pel'ISâsten.t <I1rtJeInJp1is to pel1SUlade the 
reader that a number of disasters that 
befeU Transylvania favoured the Roman­
ians alone. If the great invasion of 1241 
brought devastation ta Transylvania, the 
benefits were reaped by whom? by the 
ROlllIamans. "A diirect consequence of tobe 
Tatar invasion was also the massive im­
mLgl'!l\lliKm of ilhe Roman!iJaIIlIS" rrhe '8lUithars 
write. It is then said that the Hungarian 
l'OYl8Jlrty PQp'u1afted the deViastedarea 
around fortresses "with Romanian she­
pherds who retreated northwards from 
Bulgaria and Serbia". Another "ally" of 
the Romanians in the opinion of the 
authors of the History of Transylvania 
would have been the black death epid­
emie that hit the continent in mid four­
teenth eentury: "The plague epidemie of 
1348-49 that brought havoc ta the whole 
of Europe and, according to domestie and 
foreign sources, also decimated the popu­
lation of Hungary ... opened to the. Rom­
anians the way to the villages of the 
dead Hrt.mgl8lri'BlI1lS mJJd BaxOIliS. A iSh:ortage 
of work force made the landowners col­
onize the villages of inner Transylvania, 

partly or wholly depopulated, with Rom­
anians who were less afflicted by the 
plague and whose number had risen any­
way, through permanent migration". We 
leave it to the readers to judge how 
scientific this argument is. 

With a "nomadie" way of living and 
the B'8IlkJlms 'aIS rtheilr pl'Bce of ord.gin, the 
Romanians are portrayed as a primitive 
population whose development was bel­
ow the level of other ethnic groups of 
Transylvania. The authors insist on the 
baekwardness of those shepherds who 
infiltrated silently and surreptitiously the 
intra-Carpathian area, where they would 
have been "absorbed" courtesy of a pol­
icy of colonization and disasters that left 
vast areas depopulated. HO\yever, the 
authors seem to forget that in that 
popul1;8Iti0lri, depio1Jed JllJS "IWVdJng, 'pnLmdtive 
and barefooted" one of the most brilliant 
political and military personalities of the 
fif'teenth oerutury Wl8lS bcmn - Joanou of 
HunediOlama - who becaime Govemor of 
Hungary. In the authors' view, the only 
progress of the Romanians of Transyl­
V'aIlăJa wa.s :th!at of ·a ,gnad'lllall 1d' very slow 
sed~l1Ji<m: "The pelo,ple who had 
developed a sedentary way of life by the 
end of the sixteenth century only made 
up a very small pact of the Romanian 
pea:s:am.:1Jry of Too'IllSy,l!VIaniJa. Irbs majority 
had retained a semi-nomadic way of liv­
ing ,as shepherosamd oa'1Jtle ,gq-owers"~ 
And further an: "These collectivities that 
were not attached to the land, but 
migrated freely with their animals ... 
are an embodiment of the Romanians in 
seventeenth century Transylvania". 

It is the authors' opinion that the Ro­
manians of Transylvania would have 
had a' strong weapon that eould have 
assured their prevalence in the sttucture 
of Transylvania's population ... They, 
tlie roving shepherds and their herds 
would have ended up as the majority 
population in re1ation ta the sedentary 
M'agy8'l"IS, SaXOIiliS Iam:d SzeklIel"lS ,thianks ,ta 
three factors: sedentarization, which ends 
movement and enables the authorities ta 
list the people down (meaning that the 
Romanian population did not actually 
rise but was only listed by the state of 
feudal lords), immigration and the birth 
rate. According to the authors of the 
History of Transylvania, there were times 
of a massive influx of Romanian popu-' 
lation from across the Carpathians - from 
Walachia - Moldavia - who fled the 
tax burden more often than not. And 
Transylvania granted them permission 
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to stay for, say the authors: "until 1687 
Transylvania was a country that could 
offer protection. A fairly well-consolid­
ated country whose new possibilities 
called for more and more work force. 50 
it welcomed any alien". 

We agree with the authors that, at that 
time, Transylvania was "a country that 
could offer protection and was fairly well 
oOiI1Jsolildiated". QllIly ,that, it 'then was 'an 
autonomous principality unincluded in the 
Hungarian kingdom that had collapsed 
ramd di'siTl1Jegm~t,ed dm 1541. Afiter Central 
and Sout,hern Hungary was incorporated 
into the Ottoman pashalic., Transylvania 
like the other two Romanian countries, 
Walachia and Moldavia, enjoyed broad 
autonomy, which strengthened their ties 
even more. 

As for the natural population rise, let 
us just say that the authors do not 
hesitate to remind of the "polygamy" of 
the "nomadic" Romanians of Transylva­
nia. 

We chose to quote the above-mentioned 
injurious and defamatory assertions and 
ohal1OOtel"'izations of the RomanID8II1 lpeople, 
in order that the reader may get an 
idea of the "scientific probity" of the 
authors, of their elementary disrespect 
for historical truth, for the multimillen­
nial history of the Romanian people. Let 
history - this "foremost book of every 
lI1iaition" judge whJat the t,roth lis. 

Let us now dwell on another question. 
Why does the History of Transilvania 
not state the reason for which the Hung­
arian royalty adopted the principality as 
a political-administrative formula for 
TI'!aIllSY'IVlamdJaI, i. e. lan ~sti'tUition with 
a specific content in the mediaeval Rom­
anian society, similar to the Walachian 
and Moldovian ones, which integrates it 
into the political structures of the Rom­
anian space? Why does it not explain 
anywhere a major fact of the Middle 
Ages,which the Romanian historiography 
proved, namely that the principality of 
Transylvania has fundamental characte­
ristics identical with those of the prin­
cilpa1i,ty of WaJlaehIa or MoldavdJa? It is 
known that, like in Moldavia and Wal­
achia, the prince of Transylvania con­
centrated all the military, administrative 
and judiciary attributions of the state in 
ros hands. It was an absolute authority 
- just like across the mountains - but 
for the fact that it could not call itself 
'\supreme ,ruler". There ils lI1JO e~pl!aJIlJaltion 

in this History of Transylvania for the 
f,oot thJat "nuwhereiJn the tenI1iJtary of 

the old Hungarian kingdom - once so 
vast - could we find the traces of any 
territorial and political organization sim­
ilar to that of the principality of Tran­
sylvania. This organization is a specific 
Romanian product on both sides of the 
Carpathians that the Hungarian penetra­
tion to the centre of our political space 
cou:1d net destl"'oy despiJte its repe8lted ,at­
temprtJs over the CQI1Jrories". It wowld 
have been but natural that this History 
of Transylvania explained the specific 
character of the voivodeship structures 
in relation to the administrative organi­
zation of the Hungarian kingdom, but 
such questions - essential as they are ­
were of no concern to the authors, and 
one Clan eaSliJly und.erstarud why. They 
should have admitted that, owing to the 
pl"'esellice of the Roma:llIians with their 
specific institutions - voivodeships and 
cnezdoms throughout Transylvania, 
the royalty had been compelled to re­
cognize and accept the political-adminis­
trative institutions of the autochthonous 
Romanians. The authors preferred the 
forgery and denigration to a thorough 
and objective analysis of the history of 
Transylvania. Their main goal was not 
the truth, that is an authentic recon­
struction of facts, but the "demonstra­
tion" of a preconceived thesis with a 
clear political end: the absence of the 
Romanians in Transylvania during the 
Hungarians' adventin the intra-Carpa­
thian area to challenge the Romanian 
people'ls legiltimate rights (1Ver .iJts iJIDce­
straI hearth. 

Why ,dJId the authons ,choose 10 dignore 
theop'imions oii' hiJstol"'iJam F'aJXlZJaidy E:lek 
who wrote iJn 1912: "The kiJngs of Hung8lry 
were coffirpe'Hed to ,accept thJe special
orgCll!"'.JÎ.zICl,tic:n of Tranrs)'llvaniJa with 1P0wer­
fiul voi'J1odes lat ~1J3 helm, (UIIlJder the s'tro:ng 
pressure of neoossity, 'siI1lCe ,the seDise of 
~l1Jdepenidence W8JS :50 dooply l'ooted here 
that Orr1JOO st,a,rted the Istatal formamon 
oOru!ldIlJO 10lI1Jgrer be 'stopped". 

Another tellirrlg eXjalIIllple of the 'aIl.IJthOT'S' 
"ISlCÎemHilc"rnethodJs ils the Wlay 'ÎIIl which 
they ipresent the ISlt8JmS of the R01TIJCliIlillam 
lI1JobiJlity in Tll.ia'I1IsyllVlaiI1JlJaand 1:he begin­
II1JÎJngs 'of the poldcy of exC!lruding the 
Romamilanis from the poldrtIiooll lHe of 
Tlramlsy,}.v,amÎJa. In the ,8JuthCJlI1S' opin'Îon, 
the IsoCÎl8Jl, [llaNoIJ:ail allld relilgiJoUlS dis­
ommillllaitLon to whiJch the T'I1aI1JSyJVlaniJan
Rom8JllIÎ'allIS wel"'e lsubject - uUimartely 
brought to the situation of "tolerated 
population - is the result of their late 
coming through the shepherds' immigra­
<liion ar Ithe pe.a,saMs' eSClaipe fI1Ol1l1 W\1lI};a­
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ch~a .alnd MoldJavila iim the ,sevoo,tee:nth­
e~ghteenth cenrturies, whileh WOl1ld expladJn 
theilr ma:rg.iil1aJl OOITIldLtiJon dn the T'I1C1l!1syl­
vanian sociopolitical life. The authors "ad­
mi.t",aJs we oOllllld \See, ,the 'sedentaN'on of 
pal't of ,the RomamrilM popuv8Ition ,and ,the 
eXJ~s'teTiice of la RQlIDam:~an TIobLlity but the 
abseTIlce of ,a med:~a.ev8l1 ROm'aIlrilM "nJat­
ton" (wiltha memaeViaJI, i. e. political, 
meaJntng s.ilTiice in the M1ÎJddle Ages, la 
"IIlialtiO" only imduood thepill'Villleged 
stI1a.tum of an ethndcal OOirnJIl1/UJI1'Î'1:y): is 
eXJplal~nJed by 'them laiS fo~lows: "Art the 
end of the Mtddle Ages rthe majority 
of the ROilTIIcmtan ,porpUll.ation bJad become 
seriisto the Hungadan OI' Slaxon nobility, 
al!1d .part,j,aJ1Iy to ,the RomCllndam illJobiUty 
that had emerged from i,ts :I181nks. This 
:'S ~H'\eCÎJs,e,ly the reatson for the absence 
of iCI sepa'rate RomaJniJan lIloble 'nartion', 
becausle the sEds, whatever theilr Il1iation­
,aUty, bad [L() Ipo1lltioal rights, whereas 
the l1JObiMrty,iJrrelSpeClti;ve of llIart:ÎiOIlaldity 
000, W'BlS OII1ly Ql!l!e nation." Aind fUirther­
mOTe: "The RomaJlltc:ill nobleman procla:im­
ed htmse:l[ la member of ,tne oobmiJary 
'Hu:ngarÎlalI1 nlartion' CIInd, Whel'eBlS the 
voivodes laIIlld bOY8lI1ds of W'811achta and 
MoldavdJa, 'eJecept for IÎlsollated oas·es, com­
pl'OffiiBed wLth rthe OttOffialIl power, the 
Romaniia:n noblemen .iJn HUIl1Jga'ry ftr:mly 
oommttteid themsellves, ,aIIOll1J~Lde l1:11:e Ma­
gY'a:rs, rto the fight 8IgIa;~l1JSt iLt, whiJch was 
a 'Pl'elreqllll~site for rtherilr priV1iJleged statUls." 

We ido not !ÎlnJSiiJst h:ereOiil the ,dJispar.ag­
ÎIl1ig statemenJt 'aboUit "riJsQl1'ated 'CC1'ses" of 
fiJght ,ag.aiJ11st ,tne ,Porte, beo8lUiSe aJIly 
reader Ican me8lsure the au1hol"ls' ffiY'stiJfi<:­
atlÎOIIl 'if he lmOW1S rthat 8'l1Jch "Iisolated 
oalses" make ,]n f,ad the epi'c of the 
med~aevall htstory of the RomaJniJan people 
so mooy rt'iJmes 1'l1JilliJciled defeat on rthe 
Ottoman miillttJairy ipOwer under the r.ule 
of valLant priJnoes who dearlly Iloved the1r 
COUil1rtry: Mdooea the Great, VLad Ţepeş, 
Sttephen the Gmeat, RJadru of Afrumaţi, 
Ioan Vodâ the BiraJVe, MiJcbJael the BiDa;ve, 
and who, wrirth aIIl lar.my of native jm­
h8!bri:tanibs hoildiJng ,the p.loUJgh Iim 0IIle hood 
aJIld It11.eswol'd Iim ,the o.ther, ensuood the 
ROII11lalnilan I,ands la stJaUus of .auiJo!n'Omy 
f,rom the Por,te, whil1e most of 1he CeIlItnal 
and Sou.1:healstem E1.1l'opean startes were 
aJbolliiJsbJed 'aiild ,tuJrned DIDto pashaJlik,s. What 
I"eaJson odid Ithe ElI.1'ropean pubil'ÎIC op.iIIlion of 
the ,tlime have rUo laclm10wledge those 
cOU!TIltry anid laTTIly .l,e8ldeI1s las defenders 
of ElUll"IOrpeam !oi~~lii'lation? Whalt we Waiilt 
ta ,show rinrel,aJ1Jion :00 rthe Romamian 
people',s hiJs·tory Iare rthe ,arulthors' fongeries 
when histonlOaJl f,8lOts defy ,the 'arttempts 
,to dtsiJom them. I,t riJS kinown thart Iim 1366 
Louis 1 of AiIlj'OQ1, kiLDJg of Hung8lry made 

a number of dOOÎJsiJons whriJCh marked the 
begilnJl1'Î:ng of HOII11'aJlli'81TI1S' eliJmimal1Ji,on from 
the pOllillJiaall liJfe of TTaJIliSyl'V13ll1Ji,a. The 
mOSit SeI1iOIULS of hiJs deCÎJs'iJOins WalS ta 
make the 'recogniHon of rthe iSItatus of 
nobiliJty cOiilditional 'llIpon latdherence to 
Oat11.olidlsm. We 'al'e Isurpl'i,sed ta see that 
thiJs ·excepmolI1JaJNy srgni'fliJcaIIlt momenrt iJn 
the hilstory of TransY'lV'aIIlia dis not dealt 
wi,th in earm.es:t iIIl the paJl"lag'I"alphs COll­

ceI"ni'ng the Romani'CIDs, but thart irt is 
dilSlcuSJsed in the chapter on "The me­
d'Laev:c~1 ouilture ,i'n Tl"Iansylv3ll1JiJa", the 
section "The metdiaevarl rel.i.lgio.uJs C'ulture 
of the Roman'ians of Transylvania". A 
problem of poHUcaJl hi'sto.ry of major 
iJnterest is purely 'alnd simply di'spatched 
als la reliogioUis question of lesser dmpor­
tanoe., To sow oOlIlJf,usiJon, the CllUJthors 
delibenately I()()rre1'ate the meat3Ures taken 
by King Lou!is 1 of Anjou ta the ipI"oposals 
tha,t Viaar BlClJrthooomew of Alverll1e '00­
VlaIIlced to ,the sovereii~, 'aoo the aJUithoI'S 
condrude tha1 "such iarepel:lJiJIlig zeal not 
only had IIlO effect upon LouiJs the Great, 
who ditd il10t sltJaJrrtooother cOlI1version 
oalffipadJgrr, but !clso 81l'oused repUJlsion, 
eSopeciJaJ1'ly iJnthe MI8IgY;aJr II10blemen of 
1fl'anlsy:IVlamdJa iiilteres,ted .iIIl makÎil1Jg the 
Homan..i.aIIlls settle down". In f:act,the 
measures issued by 1:he Hwngax,ioo 50­
vereiJgn im 1366· mmk the beg.iIIlIIlililg of 
a process whtch WaJS to 'oulmiiI1laite rin the 
pilJlhlJI1iCe betweeJl1 the Magy<m" il1ObiJlirty, 
the s,aX!onpatridate and the Szecklexs' 
!,eadeI1s {Umo trium natJwnUffi of 1437), 
a pol-moall formula whtch W<lIS ,ta UlTIJderlie 
the stI1U!ctures of TI"cllnJsyhran:ila for cen­
turies on end and make of the autoch­
tholilOUls <lInd majoriJty - RomaJn'ÎJaIIl ­
porpUll:ati:on "tolelrated" im theiJr OWlI1 ,1and. 

In t11.e 6ame p8lI"'agr.aph on the me­
dilaeVIaJl CUJltureLn T'l'ansy,lVlaIliJa, the 
aru:thol's 'al'SQ ClIPrproach the questiiOn of 
Chris'ttaJnLty. They ,show that iIIl the 
beg,iJnJning, the ROil11loo Chmeh ,aJlld the 
Easteim Chl1I"chooeXJiLstedim Hungary 
alnd "T:raJnSylV1ci1IliJa was both at the 
confluence .antd ,at theperilphexy of 1he 
two Ch:ristri'an OUJltUlres. The RomalI1 
ChUil'Ch Wi8LS represented by ,the ethnăc 

HUil1Jg.ari'aIIlis ,and Gel'ffi8lIls, whLle ,the By­
Zlantme olIl:e by 1he ethJni:c Romoo1ÎJaJIliS' 
and Ruthell1!i'<liI1Js." Ais for the RomaniJans, 
the authors m>seIm thart ,theiJr Christioo 
tmaddltri'OlI1S were of Balkian ,amd, Sil!avdc 
ortgin. They iJgJnore the we11 kInown 
fact that iJn the HomaJIl'ii8lIl llmg'lJlage, the 
basiJc ChriJstian 1:erms 'are of Laltin oI'lLg,iJn, 
fuat CbJI"iJstiJaniJtyis doaumen1:ed [n T:roo­
sY'lVlalI1!Îla lalfter the wtirt:hdiNlwall of the 
Roman 'a'rnny laJlld ad:m1niLstTatiolIl. from 
Dada, :aIIld thart:, therefore, whenthe 
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Hunga.riJMl ,tlriibes gotiJnto the iInrtra­
OaI"pa'thriJanarea there existed there a 
RomalIli'81n ChJriJst1a1Il PQl)Ullation that grfl­
v.itlllted toward ilie Ptatriarehate of Can­
stan<1llinopole land ,the ByzamtiJne Empire. 
The Hung,arialIlJs WeI"e ChJris<mmmzed 'iJn 
the year 1000 :iJnrbo the Homam Church 
fthe schilsm betwoon Rome laIIld BYzalIlti:um 
ODcurred iJn 1054, but ,n w,as preceded 
by WnJsiOtl1 amd ,aiHenation), CIlIld, as the 
BluthaI's oo:rrect1y IShow, ,a,t rthe beglnnilI1:g 
the ,two ChU'ochescoex:med. It ilS easy 
to UJndeI1stamd that, undeI' those drcumst­
an-ces the pr,etsetl'Cle of ChTlisltilam RomamJ­
am; m Trlansyl'VIaJIJliJa fiavoUJred ilie' dd.s­
seminJaltion of the new :reli~ among the 
HUIl1Jgaria>n POpilli!'ClJ1Jion: However, oonoe,rTI­
ed ,as Itheyare, ro "bring" the Romami:ClJIlS 
from ,south of the Damube before the 
14thoontrury, the ClIl.l:thorrs fail! to 5ay 
somethiJng ,a,liso laoout thi,s laspect of the 
hi'storyof TrallsylVianila. 

Afiter "sett11lng" the question OIf the 
Romanians' origin, of their native ter­
ritory, letting them "wander through the 
'rl'laIllsylVlan<talIl MOUlnta'ms, behiJnd their 
fj!oc~s of sheep" , the authol'S paBiS on 
to '8Illothetr q'l1,esrt::ion: the presentamn of 
T,rransylV'aIIlJiJa 'as 'a ,oo.mponent of HUJl1gary. 
The tiru!l! of ,the HUIl1J!?)a<riJam kiJngdom 
folJ!owilug ,the batt!e of Mohacs (1526) 
arud Hre new poli,tio8l1 'sltatbuis of Tl.'an­
sy,lvandJa. whiJch booame 'am ,ClIl.l:OOJlJOffiOUS 
primdpailli<ty, dependent on the Parte, very 
much ld~e the rtwo othe<r Romaiilian 
countries, does not prevenit rthe IClIl.l:thors 
- fiaiJthfu:l .contmrueI1S of HtJll1i!?)ari1alll ll1Ja­
tionailiJSlt hi'Slto:rdogl'laphy iJn ,thi'S respect 
!Joc - Î'roam showmg NlJils 'aIlldell1Jt Ro­
mamdJan lamd, which nas 'aIways been 
i1nh:abmed by Rom8ll1ians, who hiave per­
m::men1l1y ,rep'I"esented the majordrty popu­
l'ation, to be la new Hu.ngar:iJan "CQUIl1Jtry"': 
·'HUIll,g.l3irilalIl 1''U!el'ls ,aIlJd pdHtiiOaJ. leader:s 
theI'efare detle1'1IT1li.ne the fate of Tramsyl­
v1andJa, whiJch has become ,a state. In the 
decades iSubsequent to '1526, the new 
stame, whiJch 'ClOIltroilJled~tiS destiJny wdrth 
ever g,reate,r aWl8lreness, eSls'entila;lly re­
maiJned what ,it hiad become dm."1ng ,Lts 
ryloody dooaides: ,a remnant of the HUJl1­
g:ariJan medilaevaJl :staIte. lef't !Î1ll the Elast. 
OutsLde pres'SUJre tore tms teI1l'itory fTom 
the mOlther COUIl1try, changed i1ls stJatal 
forro laIIlJd imposed. Ia iIleW 18Il1d daOOg 
fo.reiJgIll pollÎCy on i'tJs leaders. But it f.aiJed 
to defeat the HlIÎInkiJng and the oons­
ciouSlneSis of the Magyiar chiaracter of the 
ruJli'IlJgfom8s of sodety." Therefore., the 
Brmai,paJldJty of TrMl/sylvan~a ~s lpil'esented 
as la cOIl1.tiJn'l1a'ti'Olil of the HUlng:ariJ8Il1 King­
dom, a. poliJtiJcal €lIlti:ty d!itfferent from the 
other two RollIliallli,an 'Slrtates, the WalCl1Ch­

iJem 'aud the Molda'J181l1 ollle. The authoI'S 
dj,ffe;r. on thiJs PQl~nt from a Iseries of 
chroniJolers, hilS'tom,ans iaJ11Jd geOgTlaJPheI1S 
who str,esised TDMl/syhnami,a'iS complete!y 
dilstinct o:rielIl:tatdon from HUJ1g:ary's. Thus, 
chronicler Cserei MihaIy noted that "to 
Tr,arusyhna[lJi:a, the threat 'always Dame 
from Hungary and the Hungarians", while 
historian Szilagy Sandor affirmed in 1866 
that "Trransy1lvamdJa',s hiJstory OOJ1Il1ot be 
iJIl!tegmted 'm HUIlligary',s hiJstoryas it 
has ,a speciJfic chamacter" , very much 'Sfi 

geographer ChoInoky Jena emphasized 
thart "Trerrlsylv8Il1ia hia's 'irts DWI!1 history, 
diJstwnct f'rom ,the HUiIlJgari'am one". Distinct 
from the Hun'g:al.'iJam one ama, we 'add, 
Lntegnated in the Rom8ll1ilam l,aIllJd 'and 
sodety. That i,s what the TrnIl1JSylV'8Il1!Î.,am 
au1'ilcchaJD.'cellt1eTY m Vieilina ocklllowledged 
whelll menHonJLng iJn 1779 Uthe olose COIl­

nec:m'oiil that exilsted between the great 
Pl.'iJn'c1p1a11lirty of TI1a1l1sj'llvam!Î.1a taIllJd the 
neiJghbo'l1.ring cO'llJIltries, Mol1daMiJa and 
W'all'achila", wlith whiJch .it fulrnned a true 
economic unirty. 

From the very preflace of I1:he work, 
the ,alllthO'rs maintalln thalt "T'raJ11JsylVlaIlia's 
history has for centuries been intertwin­
ed with the HUJ1g1alriJan people's hÎJStory". 
You know whwt exaggerarted ilmpolrtance 
Wias atrtached by old HUIllJgar1lam hilsto­
riograrphy ,andis ;slbil1 latrtached rtoc1ay ­
partilcu18mly riJn the HUIllJg:aIl'IiJan emig:ratioil1 
circIe's - to HiUlI1lgary':s miJ1JlenlaJI'Y mIe 
ove'! T,rMl/sj'llVlania. But 'a sÎII11Iple lal.'mh­
metLc shoWlS Ithat the per-iod drur:illlg which 
Tr,ansylV'amim was 'a part of HUIllglary 18 
cantined to .the 51 yeal"S sepClJI'a1:'iJIlJg ,the 
esuablilshrment of the Aoot:ro-HlIDg,al1ÎJaIll 
dUaJ! MOn3JDchy in 1867 'Drom thedooiJsion 
of the Great National Assembly of the 
Trall1's)11v<lJnian RomaIllÎlams 0Il1 December" 1, 
1918, to UIIldte T'DaJ11Jsy,lvani,a ta Romalllila. 
As fOiI' ,the oost, ullltiiI HUIllJg,ary felI UIllder 
Su:lei=an ,the M'Blg:niJfliJoent"s blow, Tr8ll1­
sy,lVlamil3 was, 'as has ,alooady been ,sadd, 
a voliJv<Jdeship with 'a vigorously oulbooed 
polirtil21arl dll1ldLV1dd'l1.alli.ty. On becomiJng 'an 
ali'tolillOmOItJJS !priJnaiJP8Ili'ty 1Jn 1541, 1,t (xmlid 
no ,10lllJgeJr mailllrtJamre!larlJiOI1lS wi,th Hun­
gary - a's the 'aJUthors lad'fdll1ID - beoause 
Rungary had ceaJSled TO exist las a 's·tate, 
Buda itsellf hiaMÎJng beoome thie oerubre of 
Bm 01JtomaIl pashiailriJc. When ,the H>aibshUJrg 
offenlSdve ea'l1l&ed t11e OtJtJomam wdrthc}rawall, 
'Cilfrter 1683, T:I"a'IlISy;l'V1a1l1iJa beoaane a priJn­
CÎlp1aJ1iJty w,iJthiIn the HaJbsbuDg EmpiJre, 
then g;reat iPll"ăJnciJpalBty, IsepairoJtely admi­
niste,red by Hungiary. Where 'aJre rl:he cen­
tUII:Jies and the mill1enII1JÎ.'l1IIl of HUIl1Jg:alrd,am 
ruIe, th€1ll? OruIy lin <the feverdsh minds 
of :the 'oovieioJ1JÎJstiS' who ha'Vle 'beoome iÎIl1­
oapaJble even of perfol'lffiill1lg iCln elemen­
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<!:ary lOomp:wtaJtiOln. 
Onecannot find in this History of 

Transylvania any objective presentation 
of the close political, economic, military 
and cultural ties between the Ronanians 
on either side of the Carpathians. The 
HOrnl3JIlÎi3lrl 'POO'P~e's umil1:y liJS denied, ami 
the political, economic, and military col­
laboration of the three Romanian coun­
tries is eluded. The first union of the 
Romanian lands, achieved by Michael the 
Brave, is described in a revolting manner. 
NoI1: ,01IlJy iis the great voilvode shown 
as la "melI"cem:ary", ~ 'aJIl iLnSlbrument of 
EmperorRudolf, ungrateful to his "be­
nefactors", the Bathorys, but there is a 
denial of the very consciousness of kin 
of the Romanian people and of the one 
who, for the first time, united the Ro­
manians under one rule: 

"We have no data indicating t11at 
Michael intended to give the Romanians 
in Transilvania a political role. Quite the 
contrary is true. In Transylvania he had 
brought several faithful Walachians, just 
l:ike dln Wooa'CllliJa he rtUJl'Iled 00. Szecklens 
EIl1IdMiagyaJns '00 'aJSBi'S't hiirrn govertn." The­
refore, the political work of the first man 
to unite the Romanians, one of the dear 
symbols of national unity, is presented 
Wiirththe same baJd f'aI~th which aHeiI'\s 
historical reality up to disfigurement. The 
m€laJSllXreiS thiat Milchael Itne Bll'atVe took 
for the benefit of the Romanian pea­
santry and clergy, as we11 as his religious 
policy, in which the efforts to dislodge, 
through religion, the "Unio trium natio­
num" formula are obviously ignored by 
the authors, concerned as they are to 
depict the great voivode as a harsh and 
bloody conqueror: "The prince and army 
leader started his soldiers against Mol­
davia, and in May he drove away Prince 
Ieremia, a friend of Poland. The insigni­
f,ioaJIll1: booty he fourr:ud iJn thiaJrt 'Poor COlID­
try could solve the problems for just a 
few weeks. Alt the end of S1Ummer a large 
part of the triumphant army could sup­
port itself only by plunder. The local 
population - Magyars and Romanians 
alike tried to put up armed resistance, 
which only worsened the repression". The 
bright image of one of the most import­
ant personalities of the Romanian peo­
ple's history, who sealed with his own 
blood the act of the union of a11 the 
Romanians, is thus smeared by slander 

Sma11 wonder that, being obsessed by 
the wish to contest Transylvania's Ro­
manian character, the authors present in 
the same distorted way the main stages 
of the struggle of national emancipation 

of the Romanians of Transylvania, who 
become the majority population only in 
mid-eighteenth century, so the authors 
say. The national character of the 1784 
Revolution led by Horea, C~ laJOJd Od­
şan is ca11ed into question, and instead 
of an analysis of the demands included 
ÎJI1 'S'll'Ppilex lJLbelJh.LS W'ooachooum (1791) 
they simply affirm that "its authors 
could not rea11y expect their nation to 
be given a place as a separate political
enltJ:Îity iÎln the ,three-lIlJa1J~on system. 

The history of the 1848 Revolution is 
seriously distorted. The struggle of the 
Transylvanian Romanians is presented as 
a counter-revolutionary movement, with 
the Apuseni Mountains where Avram 
I'<lIIlJCU led the RomaJIlliJalI1Js' I1'eJSIÎSJbaJIlce, be­
ing depicted as an a11eged Transylvanian 
"velIlJdee" ~iJn referen.'C€ ta I1:he F~ench 
prov:llIlloe whell'e OOUIIlJ1:er-lI"evolutiO\I1Jary 
movements were organized during the 
revolution). The grave milltakes in the 
national policy of the government led 
by Kossuth Lajos are tota11y ignored, and 
the fateful decision of the Magyar no­
bility to unite Transylvania to Hungary 
is justified by the authors as being "out 
of self-defence" whereas the May 30, 
1848 vote of the Cluj Diet in fqvour of 
that union is portrayed as achieving the 
"untty of the two sil9ter hame1Ja1llds" i. e. 
Hungary and Transilvania. In exchange, 
the Romanian revolution and its leaders 
are harshly criticized: Simion Bărnuţiu 
whose "confused" conception aroused 
"external mistrust" and threSltened the 
"harmony of a1la!bil()lIl5" oausqa "break 
from reality". At the Blaj assembly of 
May 1848 counter-revolutionary tenden­
cies would have shown, with the Roma­
nian inte11ectuals stirring "religious and 
national hatred." 

In thf: context of tb.e 184&-1'849 events, 
v~olence is shown to have been connecţed 
\\TUh the RomaIJ.ians: "The retreating Ro­
manian rebels set Aiud with the col1ege 
and its library on fire "out of revemge", 
andorganized an awful bloodbath in the 
Magyar town. 

In the early 1868, the Sibiu Oiet, where 
the majority of the deputies were Roma­
nian is assessed as a "skilfuI plot of 
the Vienna Government" and the Sibiu 
dele@aites 11:0 Vierunla las "heggla!l"S", "the 
government's puppets": minimizing the 
Romanians' struggle and that of the Si­
biu Diet for national and social rights 
the authors affirm that: "A durable sys­
tem canmort .be dliJremed laJgaLnst J1:he leaJd­
ing section of Magyar society, against the 
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Magyar liberal and conservative camps, 
the oldest force of the country, command­
ing the most powerful economic positions 
and having the greatest political poten­
tial, as well as powerful allies beyond 
PilatDa Of'amIui. 

Howevcr, the Austrian-Hungarian dual 
monarchy established in 1867, Transyl­
vania's incorporation into Hungary and 
the Magyarization policy are spared the 
blame that otherwise should have been 
put on them. More than that, we learn 
that the Romanians would have failed 
to appreciate "constitutionalism" as well 
as the fact that "the Roman:lans of Tral1­
sylvania were united to their kin in 
Hungary, that they were brought into 
one and the same camp". One might 
have expected the Hungarian historians 
to make an in-depth analysis af the con­
sequences that the dualist formula had 
had for the Austrian-Hungarian mon­
archy which Marx, Engels and Lenin 
denounced as a state of social and na­
tional oppression, a true prison for p<'o­
ples. Have the authors bee:[l really 'obli­
vious of the description Friedrich Engels 
had made of the Austrian monarchy as 
early as 1848 as a "medley which resulted 
from inheritance and thefts, this organ­
ized patchwork where ten languages and 
ten nations mix up, a fortuitous melange 
of mQst contradictory habits and laws"? 
(FI'. Engels, Inceputul sflrşHului Austriei/ 
The Beginning of Austria's Fall, in Marx­
Engels, Romanian edition, voI. 4, Editura 
Politică, Bucharest, 1963, p. ~)11). Have the 
authors forgotten what Marx wrote in 
1875? -- about the majority of the sub­
jected population in Hungary who did 
not like the Hungarians and unwillingly 
bore their yoke, whence their continuing 
struggle? (K. Marx, Conspectul, in Marx­
Engels, Opere, voI. 18. Editura Politică, 
Bucharest, 1964, p. 609). Have the authors 
been ignorant of what Lenin said in 
1916? - "The liquidation of Austria­
Hungary was historically speaking only a 
continuation of Turkey's dismemberment, 
and similarly to it a necessity of the 
historical process of deveIopment" (V. I. 
Lenin, Broşura lui Junius, in Opere, Ro­
manian edition, voI. 30, Editura Politică, 

Bucharest, 1964, p. 8). While skipping over 
that grim chapter of world history, the 
authors superficially criticize the problem. 
For instance, the mention of a harsher 
policy pursued during Banffy Dezso's rule 
is immediately followed by a "scientific" 
conclusion: "But even then (in Banffy 
Dezso's time - OUl' note) it was more 
smoke than fire". 

It is common mowIedge thiaJt lÎII1. the 
short 51-year period from 1867 to 1918, 
the policy promoted by the Budapest 
Government wronged and oppressed the 
non-Hungarian nationalities, sought their 
forced Magyarization by draconic meas­
ures which drew the blame of world 
public opinion. Here is what the great Rus­
sian writer, Lev Tolstoi, for one, wrote 
about that denationalization, Magyariza­
tion policy "It is sad to see how abroad 
Count Appony (one of the staunchest sup­
porters of Budapest' denationalization 
measures - oul' note) has the reputation 
of a pacifist, whereas in Hungary he does 
not concede non-Hungarians even human 
being status. Any sound-minded person 
oUlghit to rea:r the mask off ithis lriJ3Ir's face 
so that the whole world may see he is 
a bird of prey, not a benefactor", And 
Norwegian writer B. Bjoernson, "the giant 
of the N orth", as he was called, said: "In 
my youth 1 had been agreat lover and 
admirer of the Hungarian people. Later, 
as 1 knew them better. 1 found theil" 
chauvinism despicable. Sooner OI' later, 
iSI\.lICh wrOlI1gdoim:gs willl be the ood of 
Hungary". Economic and cultural policies, 
education, the judiciary, the Church and 
the colonizations, the gendarmerie and 
the prisons, all were used in an attempt 
to change Transylvania's demographic, 
economic and social picture, its ancient 
Romanian physiognomy. 

There is disregard for the Memorand­
um movement which the authors tried to 
present as an isolated action seen by its 
contemporaries as "antechamber beggary". 
Is it really possible that historians claim­
ing to be exploring the past from a 
historical materialist angle should so 
assess the national claims of the Roman­
ians of Transylvania who were subject 
1Jo d!Îl9cDirmilI1JaJtÎiO[l J3I11d oppression? TodlaY 
the words "antechamber beggary" are an 
insult to the Romanian fighters' memory 
and the ones who say them are in the 
same lea:gue wi'th Itho.se hiarvilI1lg Senlt ilie 
Memora:ndn.Lm oamparugnere ta j>a:il. 

It is worth reminding the great truth 
that the leader of the Romanian Natio­
nal Party of Transylvania, Ion Raţiu, 

said at the Memorandum fighters' trials: 
"We are prosecutors, not defendants .,. 
Can anyone here speak of trial, of de­
fence in the legal sense? No. You can do 
anything you like. We are not guilty. 
and you, though masters of OUl' individ­
ual bodies, are not masters of OUl' cons­
cience, which in this case is the national 
conscience of the Romanian people. You 
do not have the competence to try us ­
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this competence belongs to another great­
el', enlightened and surely unbiased court 
that will try us alI ... It is the court 
of the civilized world that will condemn 
jou OI1JDe 'agaJimamd. more h3lnshly ,th:oo 
it did so far. While condemning us, your 
intolerance, your racial fanaticism that 
has no rival in Europe will only succeed 
in showing the world that Magyars strike 
a dissonant note in the concert of civil­
izations". 

We are surprised by the fact that of 
the 2,000 pages of the book, not even 
one is devoted to the historical legitimacy 
of the modern Romanian state of 1859, 
the objective necessity of which was the 
natural consequence of the law-like pro­
cess of the Romanian nation's assertion 
in the entire Dacian area. Useless to 
look in the History of Transylvania for 
an analysis of the birth of the nation, 
of the ll'at1oIrlJal questtan, of the Ilaw-ike 
process of reintegration of the national 
state. Instead, we find a distorted image 
of the great events of 1918, in which the 
effort and will of the entire nation to 
be reunited within the boundaries of one 
single state - the unitary national sta­
te - are replaced by the action of a 
"group of the Romanian bourgeoisie in 
Arad". 

Reality attests that the peace treaties 
concluded in 1919-·1920 sanctioned the 
international recognition of the founda­
tion ar accomplishment of the national 
unity of states in Central and South-East 
EUl'Olpe. The R01I1J81l1iÎkllns' stru~glle for ,the 
accomplishment of their nation-state 
unity falls in that broad framework by 
virtue of the right to self-determination 
expressed in representative, democrati­
cally elected and plebiscitary assemblies, 
of the will of the Romanians that were 
under fareign oppression to unite with 
the country. That reality is also ignored 
and distorted. The Treaty of Trianon 
(June 4, 1920) is described as an imperia­
list treaty which brought about "the dis­
memberment of the historic Hungarian 
state". Imposed by the imperialist states, 
the peace treaties "did not take into ac­
count the poeples' right to self-determi­
nation, and in many cases even ethnical 
realities" write the authors, underlining 
that the only socialist state, Soviet Rus­
sia, did not recognize them. and "never 
gave up Bessarabia, as Bulgaria did not 
accept that South Dobruja belonged to 
Romania". Referring to the struggle for 
unity waged by the Romanians and their 
leaders, the authors show that, instead ~ 
of accepting the equitable resolution of 

the national question on the basis of the 
centuries old coexistence within the Hung­
arian state, they left the "definitive de­
cision to the Romanian royal army and 
peace treaties". The Treaty of Trianon 
is shown as partly responsible for the 
fascist, reactionary orientation of Hor­
thyist Hungary: "The fact that the dis­
memberment of the historic Hungarian 
state took place concomitantly with the 
defeat of a revolution and peace deals 
were macte thatt brought grave IrlJaJbLonaJl 
prejUJdJices, prevenJted .a democI'laJcy from 
betng estaJbllÎJshed thatt woUJld haiV'e gI'la­
dUJaiHy made ,the Hi\lIIT~aJr~aJn sooiety iaocept 
the llaw-ilike prooess of chaJnges 13lDld over­
carne milSfol1tunes, and by oreattvely .ad­
jUlS.ting 10 the new oondJi'tlO!Il5, W01.lJld naIVe 
searched for ways of cooperation with the 
neighbour peoples". A deplorable attempt 
to rehabilitate Horthy and his regime 
through the "imperialist peace system" 
which the authors offer him as a con­
venient alibi. The authors view Horthy's 
faseist regime with surprinsing "discre­
tion" and are also quite parcimoniowl 
in putting a well-deserved blame on it, 
which history has long confirmed. 

The pel1tod3lfrt:er the FiÎil."'Bit W oIild W'aer 
is briefly dealt with "for want of approp­
riate data and analyses" as the authors 
enrol1'eauJsly ,al'3lSeI't, beoaJUJse mere ds plenrty 
of such data. "After 1918", they say, "the 
history of Transylvania is part of Ro­
mania's history. Continuing economic, 
social, political and cultural processes Of 

new ones that are in progress, should 
new be a!l1JaJIY'seid f,rom the i81n~le CJlf the 
entire Romania. The situation in the ter­
ritory undeI' discussion is changed", Tran­
sylvania's union to Romania har! a nega­
tive impact on the Transylvanians - the 
authors assert tendentiously - bec'ause of 
its "annexation" to a poorly developed 
country and the aUeged seizure of the 
riches .and enterprises by the massively 
colonized "Romanians from the Old King­
dom". Defying the reality of the inter­
war period, the authors contend that the 
Magyar nationality did not have full op­
poil'tUJnirt:iÎ1e6 to develop "pa11tlly beoo'l1lS€ of 
unfavourable soeio-economic processes, 
and partly because of a discriminating 
national policy, 01' of the process of Ro­
manianization .. , In the first moments 
of 1'he change of hdsstory, the M'agyars 
of Transylvania were confused and de­
jected. They could accept neither the idea 
that the millenary state organization, of 
which they had been an organic part, 
disappeared in a few weeks, nor the idea 
that annexation to a foreign country, 
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with a less developed socio-economic 
base, fated them to minority status", 

As a result, after 1918 there is no men­
tion in the book of Transylvania's orga­
nic integration in the unitary Romanian 
national state, of the fact that it united 
with the other Romanian provinces, OI" 
of Romania's reintegration, but only the 
"'ch3!l1Jge of ru,le". 

In their presentation of the history of 
Transylvania the authors completely ig­
nore the assessments in R'omanian docu­
ments of the crucial moments in that 
hiistury, and do not maIllaJge tOlJnserta 
few lines in the 2,000 pages about the 
organic links - economic, demographic, 
culituraJI - betwee:n 'I1l"i3!l1JsyIViania and 
the other Romanian provinces ... But 
when they come to the period after 1918, 
when the Romanians' permanent aspira­
Hon to buJilld anid :l~.ye iIn 'a UIl1Jitary Ina­
tional state was accomplished and be­
carne an irreversible historical reality, 
they at last remember to quote from a 
document - the Resolution of the third 
Congress of the RCP (1924), imposed by
COllIllÎmte:rn, 'aIS ds mown, by which "the 
peoples' right to self-determination up 
to separation was proclaimed and it was 
established that Romania, by uniting va­
rious regions, turned into a multinational 
state from a national state". 

The fiascilst Vieruna Award i,s presenited 
alS "Cl'rb~tnation"requ€Slted by the Roma­
nian Government with the Horthyist re­
gime's repressions and crimes being con­
cealed by reference to an alleged similar 
policy of the Romanian authorities. "Thus, 
the so-called national policy of reciprocity 
began, expulsion being answered by ex­
pulsion on the other side, internment by 
internment, closing down of schools by 
closing down of schools which made the 

iiate of the Romand!ClIl1S iIn ,the noo1:h, re­
spec1Jiveily, of the Mag)'lars ,im the oouth, 
completely insecure". Therefore, the sign 
of equaJlity lÎs put between the Slituatioll1 
of the two populations, but nothing is 
said about the fact that apart from ex­
pulskm aJIl'd iJntel'lIlment, which the 
authors referred to, a terror of unparal­
lelled ferocity was unleashed in North­
Westell'lIl Roman~a. Men and ohlÎlldren were 
slaughtered, pregnant women were slash­
ed, whole families were exterminated, 
prominent intellectuals and clergymen 
were assassinated, mass massacres were 
staged. like those of Ip and Trăznea. 

hoorilbJe crimes were prepared IMke those 

of Moo5ei aIlId Sărmaş, These weTe the 
llandmarks of the hOl1l."'ible years of the 
Hocth)'lffi;1: occupation in North-Western 
Romaooa. These lJacts CaJI1110,t be gilossed 
over for they are still vivid, painfully 
vivid, in the memory of the inhabitants 
of that Romanian Land. 

lJackilng the most elementary IScruples 
v:is-a-vts MSI1:OJI"Îoal lrealLties, 'Pereeved.ll1g 
iJn dil3tortiOll1 1Cli11d f'aLsiftcation, the aJUthO'r5 
sugges:t asărniiIar paraUeHsm aLso as 
regial."'ds the s:ittuation of Fthe Jews im 
'I1ranls)'ilvania ,iIn the yea:I1S of the SeoolIld 
WOTild War. They sta'te thiwt "am im1port1:ant 
piwnt of ,the J ewtsh popuLatLon, oome 
90,000-100,000, was dDiven out" irom the 
teritory overrun by Horthyists, while in 
Romania "387,000 Jews were ,aSisassimlat­
ed". Does []'one of the authors krrow thiat 
from the HoI"thy-ooaupied terTiJtory not 
an dmpOirtant 'Parrt, but iClJbsollutely 'aU, 
ItheTefoll'e not90,000-100,000, but o'ver 
150,000 Jews were deported? And does 
none of them kIlJOW thiat Hol."'thy hiimself 
admiltted that deportation, as corrducted 
by the Hungam.an gendJal."'ID€'1·d'e, surpassed 
iJn eruelty even what harppened dn Nazi 
GeTimClJny? 115 1t possLble that ,the .aJlltholrs 
shOlUld he to'tally tgnorantof Ithe wOirks 
of rthe Amer~can hi:stortan RandQlLph Hl"a­
ham about the Holocoost din HUIl1gary 
and 'iIn the ter;ritory severed f'rom Ro­
mClJnlÎ!a undeI" the Viieiliria AW\3Il1d, an 
hilstomrJl1 who emphasized rthat rthe Jews 
there were exterminated lat ,an UIl1pre­
ceden.rted :Date by the most ter;rilbile de­
portation 'and eroeI mUll'der pro,gramme 
to harve eX15ted ,throughourt the war? 
W:tth ~eference to Roman·ila, ,the same 
hisrtol'lÎJaiI1 Sltates that, undeI" '1:hose dreadfuil 
oiroumsnan'Oes, RomamlLa WalS a haven, am. 
oasils fOII' the Jews. 

We think we have quoted sufficient 
eXilJffiples of ddJstonti:on of Tlr;ansy,l'Vlan<ÎJa's 
hilstory 'arrd of dilSlparagem.errt 'Of 1:he Ro­
man~an people's hiiS'tory. »owever. we 'add 
the COIlIOLusion of ,the work, whIDch ~ .as 
semQlUlS ,81S irt ffi bi,ased: "Tir:3Il1SyllvaniJa 
ils a distdInct ethniJc 18Il1Id (JUll:tuml entity 
in Centl1al 3lIld Eiastern Eiurope '<l1I1d the 
CQIUl'ISe of :i!t:s sirtJuartllon bea:ns 0IIl '1:he de­
ve!lopmenit of fuiJs .region .•." TherefQ'te, 
aocordi.ll1g 10 ,the 'authors. Trt!lnsylvanLa 
is il1.ot 'a OOffiponeI1lt part of ilie Romail1.iian 
State but OI a d&stilrret ethnic amd C'UJltu.r:al 
en1lity"., The RomaniJaar Sllate's sover­
eiJgnty dis impilJidtlly reS't,rioted SÎllloe "irts 
sitJootion (Tl'larISY'lv,ania's. o. n.) bears OII 
1:he developmanrt of :fll.ÎlS regdorr (Centr8l1 
aIIld EiaIS'bem Europe - o. n.) Given rfuese 
faJ16eh()()lds. amy honest reader, aIIly weH­
meanmg pel'lSon ocm only feeI mdi'g.rra.tion 
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an.d revolrted when 'l"eading Ithe provo­
oa'1Ji.ve afifiTmar1Ji.oIlJs of ilie team of au1hors 
Jed by KOpeczJi Bela. How dare ,the 
'authors of th~s book an the fronrtcover 
of whLch one C3lIl rread A Hillsrto1ry oi 
Trtan5Y1lVlaruiJa try to ,aI1JIlul the ()llltcome 
of a len~thy struglgle, which demanded 
sacrif~ces of the Romani'alIl people, for 
theattaiJnirnenrt of la perm8lI1lelIlrt:, cenrtury­
old aspăJrart:ion? How OaJl1 slllcha work 
serve "ilie fa:denidsillp between the two 
peoples" as the responsible editor of 

the work emphatlJioolly states? 
It is UiI1andmO'l.1Slly aclmowledged :thtart, 

through the Roman~aII1 Conun!\ll11ăsot Placty's 
polJicy, rthe .natiO'IlJaJl Questioin has been 
settled fully laD/d defiJnirt:ively: The Roma­
!IlliaJl1S alIlld the nationald,ties hiaJve the same 
riJghts taIIld du1lies, iaIIlId are engaged ;iJn 
the 'Slame effoirtt for Ithe bUJiJlding of the 
mu1U1ateraJlly developed sociailiiisrt society. 
But, about ilie great :aocomplilshments 
of SociaJltist Romama made in a1I spheres, 
!Lnollll!sive of 1h.e :ruati.oIl,lal 0IIle5, the i&JJthOTS 
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5ay next to nothi:ng for... laick of in­
formartion, las they cCliIl.ididly state. 

In flact, an roadirrlg the wark one 
come5 to the ccmelusion that the authors 
aJI'e ~nteres.ted less i,n the f'ate of the 
M ag)ca'r natioillaJlli ty in RomandJa CliIl.id more 
in cau:si'I1g oovel'Sion and mis1leading public 
opini:OIl. Thus, their acticm is nothiJlg 
el,se but 0I1Ie of those attempts ,ta create 
'a fla'lse problem of "the mmom,tries in 
Roma1rui'a" whiIch ris grounded on '!1!0 ob­
jective fa:ct. Uniicd by theilr srtrruggle and 
work 1aI1ong the oentur,ies, the Romanilan 
people a'Il'd the JiJatriCJil1ali:ties living beside 
it have given a new look to their com­
mo.l"1 homeland, the SooiaHst Republk of 
Romania. 

By i,ts poilkbi:oaJl orientatrion, this Hti:story 
of TI1aI1!'3yl'v,ani:a a?peaI'S 'as 'a work WI1i1­
ten tn 'a rev,ils.ioruÎ:':,tau"d chauvi!I1l1st spirit, 
perfectly f;jrtr1:iI1g into the nabionlalist Hun­
garil3lIl hi'sto,riogI1aphic liiteI1atThre which. 
ever moe the past century h3JS sought 
to justify the reviVlaJl of cer1Jain o1l'tdated 
po1Ji,trieal and teDr,i todal stm.1Jctures. 

From the muHirtude of Horth)-Oirst pro­
paganda works we sholl'ld mention only 
the book "TDamlsylv,ani'a" pf1inted by the 
HungariJan Socie'ty of Hi'story, the preface 
of which iLs dated august 1, 1940. It was 
written a'leo ,bya Iteam of aJllJthODS includ­
ing the then Hll'ngari:an Prime Minister 
Teleki Pal and several historians, among 
them Makkai Lasz16 who lis n!ow, too, 
one of the ooirtars of the Hisrtory of 
Transy,lv,anta. The work "Tmn8ylvem.i,a" 
was mten'ded to canvimce Hitler and 
Muesoli:flIi thaJi: T'ramsy1vani:a should belong 
to Hur~gary. There1'ore, 5horrrtly before 
the f,atefuJl Vioorua AWlal"d, ,the HorthyLst 
'regime hiaJd asked HUi!llg,arri'an histo:mo­
graphy to offer, through its representa­
m'Ves, la hJiJsltorical j'l.1'S1Jificatiom of the 
revvsiontst, laruneXlatJiO!IliÎst cl~~Jirms ()[l Tran­
s)-OhnanLa. We shOUJld <:l!lso mE!!llition thia1 the 
PropagJamdia MIDilstu:-y of Hitler'a Reich 
Ja'Skedam eXlpel't commi'ssion led by W. 
CzeH 10 give Jifu orpillion on that work. 
Afirer 'a 'ri'!?Io<l'oms eXMIlJination, the experts 
cond'l.1ded ·thaJi: wha1 Wlas meanJ1: 10 in­
f1luencethe ISrtance of ilie greart FaiSdg,t 
powers was just "political fraud". How­
ever the interests of HiUer's Crl'!rmany 
,rund of FiasciJs1: 11laly determ1ned the Vien­
na Awwd under whdch ,1he NoJl'ithwesteJl"ll 
pa'rt of RomamlÎ.a wentto HOI'thy's Hun­
~ary. 

In 1946, d'llJl"ing ilie Piards Peace CCJil1­
ference, the same Mlakkai LasZJI6 pub1ish­
ed in Fnmch ,a Htistory of TI'IaI!llSylVlania 
the :pllI1pOSe of which Wla5 to carwince 
this time theanti-Hti1Jler ca.alJition, that 

TransY'lvani'a, through iets entire histo'ry, 
belanged to Hungary ,aI1d that the 50-oa'11­
ed injustice of Tr;LaJI1on should not be 
reiteDated. The author's "Iarguments" 
fla'iiled to canv:inceand the mendJal OOT­
gJaiJniJI1Jg arttempts in Piaris ta. get at least 
part of TDamsylv,an:ia's territory ended i!I1 
failu:re. 

Today, the SJMIle Makkai Lasz16, who 
wrote foc Hitler 'and Mu~solilli, 1hen for 
theirr comqueroI'S, is try,Lng again, ,aJlong­
side other CQll1eagues, hi's hand 'at falsify­
irrlg '3IIld detracti:ng the R(}m3l~i'a'!ll people's 
history. Regarded in hLs counrtry as ,an 
"expert" in TraillSyl'VWli'a's history, he 
aetu:aJl'ly appeaDS as a be1arted "aipostle" 
of 'a revisio[}Jis,t oreed inv,aJooa'ted by 
hLstory. 

Whom do the lauthorls Wlan;t now to 
per:s,uade ,that Tiransy;lVlania is a "dills1JLnct 
ethnilcand cultuml entity?" Whoever 
oomparos the three quoted wo:rks, the 
publicatioo of whLch has spanned the 
im.terv,wl from HOl,thy',s Hung3JfY to our 
days, illOltC5 that the fundamental theses 
aITd, sometimes, even theiT farmUllaltion 
'3Jre the same. The authorn' promises ta 
"apply the fundarnenrtal categories of hi:s­
tarilcal m,aterirallism" have proved empty 
words. What we have here i:s a work 
wriHen rrm 'a reactionary, iTIaii-onalist spirit 
with challlV'inist, reVJi'sionilst tinges. 

As OIle co'U'ld see, the method of the 
Hllil"1.garian tean1'Sis very "simple": every­
thi:ng refusing lta Jiirt: mto the patterns of 
theLrpre-determined ,interpretatrion, which 
h3JS ,a poEtiewl purpose of the most 
obviou'S revLsionils1: essence, ilst left out. 
ChaDa'Dteri:stic iln thiJs II"BSpem ils the ;r1;reat­
ment given ,to Rcmanian works of hiJstory 
the CO'l1!c1Jueiorus of whiJch CIIre ignOiI'ed or 
labelled "outda:ted". Dialogue, a 1rue 
e:lGchange of opiJniClIl!S, oClNied out with 
competence ,3u'1d objectiVlity, is made im­
passibloe. Do the '3l1thoDS of this Hi:5tory 
of Tiransy,lVlani,a imagiJne that, by tuming 
a blJiJnd eye 'tO the 1estJirmoil1Jies ,refuting 
rt:hei!l theoos, the l'a1tter cease ta exi'st? 
SUPP,liied by the pi3lst cen;buries and mLl­
l=ila, <these tes,tJirmomes - rrom truat of 
Herodoms abcmt the Getae to cOOlItem­
porary SOurces - wi11 always stand proof 
of 1he Romam3lIl corrtiJn'lli!ty ,amd UIlirty dn 
ithe DaJCiian hearrth. And lanyirrl1erpretative 
COll1JStJructdon dJiJsreg:aJromg th:em Wl111 fi:naHy 
col~lapse. 

One poinrt 'shOUlld be marle: rrm tr1:lus work 
one does not, comeaaross enormfuties that 
the oM HtmgariJan hristoriog'l'aphy maim­
ta:ined, Isuch laiS th:e stJartemenrt: thart the 
Roman:lJa!I1IS halCi rome to be la major. 'y 
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popUilaUan ilI1 Tr8lI1SylVlaiIlffi thanks ro 
the specific food they were COl'l.Buming, 
thart 0If shepher'C1s, ba:sed an dJaăJry ,produce. 
Present-day forge1"s >are more reH.ned. 
They no longer 'resort to suah e.noI'lII1lities 
amd seek ro sela thei:r prop8lg1a1I1ida m a 
more aredihle padmge: that of a "sCÎen­
tific", "objectirve" ·reseaTCh. ThIi:s is whiat 
the' ·so-oailJled "CQIl1[Il1rDtee fOT Tmnsylva­
ni'a" set up by emi:grants of Hurigarian 
pesC€'IlJt iln the UrruiJted States trded to do 
by priln1iim:g d..n I98D a 'stlJpp·le,ment ta i:'"..s 
publioation "Oen-pathiarn Observer" undeI' 
the he8ldliJne "TI181I1sylrv<llI1JiJa aII1d the 
theory of Daco-Roman-Romam.1JaiIl co.nti~ 

nuHy". No I"em!arkable dtfference between 
the 1deas of theaJLl·thors of the texts 
printed ilI1 rth1s supplement arnd those 
supported by the aJLlthOI1S of the HJiJstory 
af TrransylVlaiIl1la. Perhaps ·thiis WIaS the 
reasOlI1 for whiich ,a t'alk between fO'UJ:' 
hisrtor.iJan's in th0 HungariaiIl People's Re­
publik - Gyărffy Gyărgy, Hanak Peterr, 
JVIakl\'aJi Lasz16 '8JI1d JVIoosy Andnm (the 
1<813t two 81re '8!lso editors of the HiJstory 
of TI"ansyIIVlam.iI3) was reproduced. There 
1s no d1:ffe,rence between the h1Js1Jorio­
graphy of HUlI1gari:a:n emigr8ltion a1nd the 
hllitoriogI'lcuphy of the HungariJan Peop,le's 
Republic when dJt comes to TI"ansY'lvani,a 
ar, more eXiactly, to the reVli'SJicm.iet stand 
on it. 

One :i:s lamazed OOld indJignl8lIlit thart 
such ·a work which defies hiiJStorical truth, 
grossl1y distorts 13md blaekems the glolI'iaus 
mulHimiJllenary past of the Romanilan 
p0opl0 oould appear undeI' the 'aegiJs of 
the Hungari:an Aoademy of Sciences. How 
1s it possdhle that .8!n ,ilI1SrtitutilQlIl meant 
to be the hiJghest fOI1UiII1 of scientif.ic 
UiPrriJghtnelSlS 13lI1d professiollail eth'ilCS should 
approrv0 of la wo.rk which bas nothtng 
in commolI1 "Vlith soience land ethies, whiJch 
UiI1JscI"UiPU!lously ddJSlregaI"c1s 'amd tWJiJSlt5 the 
most ellement'a["y t,ruths, whiJCh revirves 
sla.ndeI"s ,aJII1d theses lcmg-coiIlsideil'ed ta 

harve been thirown ·into ,the wastebiJn of 
hilS1to["y ciJrcuilJatiII1g 1I10xiJoUJS, dangerous 
i·deas which oan OIJJly produce dJisgII.llSt and 
angeI', Clan only dirvide, cam only oause 
diJssen~ion 'arrd emoo'Mer the climJarte? 

This HdiStory of TT'8II1Sylvandla is ,an 
example of how history ,shouJd not be 
wr1t,rten. Deloiberate c1iJs'reglcrro od' illlOOlll1­

fortaJble SO!llTCeS and of the speaiJaMrzed 
lHe,r<lJture ,thart comes to dirfferent COI1­

clusions, arbitmr-y ,mterprotation (ia sug­
gestive eXlalffiple beiJng the biased use of 
the popullarbiolI1 data pravided by COI1IS­
oI"iptionsand cens'llOOs), fa:lsehoodlS aiI1d 
dispamgiiIlg siuatements - thiJs ils whJart 
characterizes this wcrk whkh a:ppears to 
U'S 8'5 a beliated, laII1achronic and regret­
table edi·rt!ion of the old posi1Jiolns of 
Hungariam historiography, and more than 
thart, of the Horthyi!5t period. 

l-hstory ·iIS called upon, f;1r5t ~nd forc­
mast, ta find aud 'rlli1ssemiJ1a't,c the truth, 
~nd evcI'y.thirng b'llUt on tru,th is endm­
1ng '<Iond bencficktl. MuchlJike ilie 1am­
guages in Acsop's famous fable, histO'ry 
- depe!l1ding on how it is wrHten ­
C8rr1 brilI1g peopiles oloser OI' 1hrow them 
npaTt. Weare .livi.ng ;in ,aworld that 
8'Spires to pea'Cc, 5<X:uI"iJ1:y and cooperat­
ion: why sholilld we not place l1nstory 
iJn .the service of 1hese idea'15 of the wholle 
of ma·nlcin:d? Why 'shO't.1ld it not serrve, as 
it 1iS duc, the noble cause of mutual 
knoWlledge".nd II"I3pprochemont <alIl1ong 
~opiles? Why should we degrode ,it to 
the di·sbastefulfum:Hon of ha1em.cmger? 
By 130 doing, we debase hiSJtolI'y .as a 
soience and we dfisqll.lalLfy oumelrves <as 
histodJalrus., Thlis '1s wbat the authoI'S of 
the HistOO'y of '1'raru;ylva:nia UiIlforoh.1J!llately 
fOI'[;ot whe.T'l they chose ta appear <as 
fOl'gers of hi9tory. 

Acad. Ştefan Puseu 
Mircea Muşat, D. Hwt. 

Florin Constantiniu, D. HiB1:. 

AVIZ. Articolul Le Danube, berceau de la civilisation de ['Europe Centrale 
et du Sud-Est de Acad. Emil Condurachi, apărut în volumul «4th Internatio­
nal Thracian Conference - Boston 7-10 June 1984» Milano, 1986 şi reluat în 
«Noi Tracii» nr. 142, 143 şi 144 din anul 1986 va apare în forma lui completă 

în «Revue d'Histoire» a Academiei Române. 
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Limba dacă în altă viziune� 

ADUCEREA IPOTETICĂ A COLONISTILOR, 
DIN IMPERIU 

de AUREL STOICANU 

Mulţi istorici contestă colonizarea masivă, relevând că informaţia lui 
Eutropiu din 369 nu e demnă de încredere (exagerase şi cu exterminarea Daci­
lor) şi că Romanii n-au mai făcut colonizări dinainte de epoca Imperiului. 

«Nu pare că în secolele II-III s-au mai făcut colonizări multe ca acelea 
de sub Cezar şi August», scrie istoricul J. Toutain. Alţi istorici sunt mai cate­
gorici, contestând, în baza mărturiilor scrise - printre care şi Analele lui Tacit 
-, încetarea colonizărilor după August, mort în anul 14 e.n. «În practică, 
moda colonizării ia sfârşit după August», subliniază Pierre Grimal, printre 
alţii, iar denumirea şi statutul de colonie romană «vor mai fi conferite cu titlu 
onorific» . 

Dintre istoricii noştri, N. Iorga contestă categoric colonizarea masivă a 
Daciei. După el, ştirea lui Eutropiu e «dubioasă». Acesta a exagerat intenţio­
nat, infinitas copias fiindu-i necesare pentru umplerea golului, întrucât exter­
minase pe Daci: viris exhausta. 

Colonizarea adevărată se făcea prin trimiterea compactă de «legiuni 
întregi, cu tribunii lor şi centurionii lor şi cu soldaţi din fiecare companie, 
încât uniţi să facă un fel de oraş», spune Tacit (Ann., II,2). O atare coloni­
zare este absolut exclusă în Dacia. 

«Dacia secătuită (exhausta)>> este o exagerare «retorică, a autorului, 
care subliniază activitatea lui Traian - favorabil apreciat de tradiţia 

senatorială - în opoziţie ci Hadrian, care a fost criticat de cercurile senato­
riale», scrie istoricul VI. Iliescu în Izvoarele istoriei României (Bucureşti, 

1970, II, p. 37). 
Că Eutropiu exagerează şi că nu putem pune bază pe el o dovedeşte şi 

informaţia despre retragerea din 271 (IX,15,9): «Aurelian a golit (intermisit) 
provincia Dacia. Romanii pe care i-a scos de pe ogoarele şi din oraşele Daciei 
i-a aşezat în partea de mijloc a Moesiei». Acelaşi istoric remarcă just: «Vrând 
să salveze prestigiul roman şi totodată să nu diminueze figura lui Aurelian, 
care e lăudat de autor că a restabilit Imperiul, Eutropiu lărgeşte operaţia de 
evacuare" a Daciei şi creează astfel iluzia unei evacuări totale, la fel cum sub 
Traian vorbise de o colonizarea integrală a Daciei. Şi astfel s-a creat o tradiţie 
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greşită ce a fost preluată de Festus şi de HA şi pusă apoi în circulaţie (cL VI. 
Iliescu, Părăsirea Daciei... , SC IV, XXII, 1971, 2). 

Pe Eutropiu îl mai corecta şi Iordanes, în sensul că retragerea romană 

însemna de fapt numai aceea a legiunilor, a armatei (cL Fontes Historiae 
Dacoromanae, II, nota 3, p. 467). 

Prin urmare, n-a existat o colonizare a Daciei, care a fost ocupată strict 
militar, fără a se urmări o romanizare sau latinizare. Pretinsa colonizare o 
tratăm aici ca o ipoteză. 

a. Care era numărul celor care ar fi venit? 5070 din populaţia dacă? 

Eventual mai mult? Sau mai puţin? Izvoarele istorice tac. Poate că n-aveau ce 
«colonizare» să semnaleze. In orice caz, ar fi trebuit să fie un număr infim 
faţă de numeroasa populaţie băştinaşă, care-i copleşea, mai ales că la cei 
supuşi s-au adăugat curând Dacii refugiaţi (<<exodul» lui Pârvan) şi reîntorşi, 

şi apoi Dacii liberi. Unii colonişti au plecat în 271, dar nu mulţi, negustorii cei 
bogaţi. Restul a rămas asisgurând continuitatea istorică, împreună cu grosul 
populaţiei locale. Aşadar, coloniştii reprezintă (în ipoteza că au venit) o pon­
dere minimă. Deci s-a produs nu romanizarea de către ei a Dacilor, ci, dim­
potrivă, înecarea loc în marea autohtonă, dacizarea lor. 

Că indigenii erau foarte numeroşi o subliniază Pârvan: «Densitatea 
populaţiei trace a Daciei era într-adevăr impunătoare» (Getica, p. 752). Tot 
el spune că numărul coloniştilor era inferior chiar aceluia al veteranilor. 

b. Legea desnaţionalizărilor prevede că ele pot fi realizate numai: 
- prin superioritatea numerică. Fiind un număr infim, coloniştii erau 

neapărat sortiţi dacizării. 

- prin similitudinea de ocupaţii sau prin identitatea care ar fi asigurat şi 

contactul dintre ei. Coloniştii nu erau însă ţărani ca Dacii. Gutschmied şi alţi 

istorici moderni au stabilit că erau puţini ţărani, ca Dacii, cei mai mulţi fiind 
negustori, meseriaşi, sclavi, slujitori ai cultului. Este un fapt extrem de 
important. Însuşi Pârvan sublinia că: «baza romanismului a fost pretutindeni 
aşezarea ţăranilor de limbă latină» (Getica, p. 142). «Romanii n-au putut 
prinde rădăcini decât acolo unde au putut deveni ţărani» (Ibidem, p. 154). 
Oamenii noştri de ştiinţă au stabilit că erau puţini. 

Neavând superioritatea numărului, nici una culturală (singura decisivă, 

în ultimă analiză, în materie de asimilare, idee subliniată pentru Dacia şi de 
Gamilschegg) şi nici identitatea de profesii, rezultă că ei nu puteau desnaţio­
naliza pe băştinaşi. Puteau romaniza numai Romanii ţărani (cL Pârvan). 

c. Coloniştii mai erau handicapaţi, în cursa pentru desnaţionalizare, şi 

de condiţia lor de viaţă, fiind Împrăştiaţi şi În continuă mişcare, cum a subli­
niat N. Iorga. Nu erau constituiţi în grupe compacte şi nici statornici, pentru 
a întemeia aşezări latinizante. 

d. A patra observaţie priveşte orzgznea coloniştilor. Ex toto orbe 
romano nu includea şi Italia, oricât ar părea de neverosimil, pentru că inscri­
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pţiile nu ne arată colonişti italici sau romani. Câteva cazuri din cele peste 
3.000 de inscripţii nu contează. Explicaţia stă în faptul că era interzisă trimi­
terea de colonişti din Italia, chiar de către Traian. Când, mai târziu, Antonin 
PiuI (mort în 161)' a colonizat Spania şi cu Italici, excepţia a fost îndată 

remarcată, accentuându-se că lucrul s-a făcut contra Trajani praecepta. 
Însemnarea din Historia Augusta e mai mult decât elocventă. 

În legătură cu inscripţiile - din care 2/3 sunt în «latină» - e de remarcat 
că nu trebuie să li se acorde o importanţă exagerată din punct de vedere etnic, 
întrucât multe se datorau categoric caracterului oficial al limbii cuceritorului, 
altele obişnuinţei, limbii pietrarului, modei etc. Tablele votive catolice de azi 
în limba latină sunt nerelevante din punct de vedere etnic. Că factorii citaţi 

operau mai mult la oraşe se datoreşte poate faptului că la sate, unde trăia 

imensa majoritate a populaţiei, nu s-au găsit decât 230 de astfel de inscripţii. 

În orice caz, acest domeniu ar trebui cât mai mult cercetat, sub toate aspec­
tele, şi temeinic interpretat. O pistă de cercetare ar fi considerarea latinei ins­
cripţiilor ca vulgară, un fel de pre- sau proto-latină (termeni improprii şi 

derutanţi), ori geto-dacă. E foarte probabil să se ivească surprize dacă s-ar 
reciti inscripţiile pornind de la teza mea că geto-daca şi latina sunt limbi 
surori, geto-daca dăinuind în română. Ar veni la lumina zilei cu totul alte 
interpretări, poate relevante. 

Constatarea că numărul antroponimelor geto-dace din inscripţii e 
neînsemnat faţă de al celor romane este explicată de Pârvan prin posibilităţile 

materiale mai reduse ale populaţiei dace. 1.1. Russu, adept al romanizării 

Dacilor, scrie totuşi: «Este firesc şi se admite că inscripţii (pe care să-şi perpe­
tueze numele) puneau numai părţile de sus ale societăţii, cei înstăriţi şi influ­
enţaţi mai mult de cultura urbană şi modul de viaţă adus de Romani» (Etno­
geneza, p. 91; H. Daicoviciu, cap. IV, A,d). 

Mai adaug că istoricii consideră Romani pe unii Daci care-şi luaseră 

nume triple (sistem roman). În asemenea epigrafe, scrie Russu, «Romanii» 
Aurelius Fuscus, Iulius Verecundus, Aurelius Iulianus ş.a., cu depline şi 

impecabile nume clasice, ar putea fi consideraţi de orice neam, din orice pro­
vincie, chiar din Italia ori din Roma (Op. c., p. 90). Era normal ca numele 
latin să înşele pe mulţi istorici şi epigrafişti. În ce priveşte numărul, majorita­
tea covârşitoare a numelor traco-dace sunt, după Russu, exclusive şi tipice, 
foarte puţine află analogii ori corespondenţe la alte popoare indoeuropene. 
Antroponime sunt 1.190, din care 890 simple, 300 compuse bimembre; topo­
nime 910, din care 700 simple, 210 compuse; onomastica traco-dacă e mult 
mai bogată decât cea ilirică. 

După cum soldaţii proveneau din foarte variate părţi ale Imperiului, tot 
aşa şi coloniştii reprezentau un amestec de creuzet: veniseră din împrejurimi, 
Illyricum, Hispania, Galia, Paflagonia, Siria, Caria, Bitinia, Africa. Din 20 
sau chiar 25 de provincii. «N-a existat niciodată în istoria lumii o îngrămădi­
tură de oameni mai diferiţi ca fire şi mai îndepărtaţi de originea romană» (N. 
Iorga). «Inscripţiile desvăluie un adevărat haos de naţionalităţi» (V. Pârvan, 
Dacia, p. 154). Din totalul inscripţiilor descoperite în Dacia, 20070 se referă la 
cultele orientale (cL Silviu Sanie, Cultele orientale În România, Bucureşti, 
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1981). Grecii erau în număr copleşitor, fapt demn de remarcat, care explică şi 

constatarea lui O. Densuşianu că influenţa elinei asupra latinei a fost mai 
puternică în ţările dunărene decât oriunde, cu excepţia Siciliei. Limbajul grec 
stânjenea pătrunderea celui roman, pentru că Romanii culţi vorbeau greceş­
te. Evrei n-au venit, zicea Iorga. Azi se ştie că au existat mici grupuri. Pretin­
şii «colonişti» erau bieţi oameni necăjiţi, care-şi căutau norocul, fugind de 
sărăcia de acasă. Cultura lor era cel mult egală cu aceea a ţăranilor daci sau 
-pe plan spiritual mai ales - chiar inferioară. (Cu excepţia Grecilor). Ca nou 
veniţi, lipsiţi complet de omogenitate, ei trebuiau să se supună obiceiurilor 
pământului, nu puteau pretinde să-şi impună modul lor de viaţă celor aflaţi la 
ei acasă, în mase compacte, cu cultura şi tradiţiile lor, la care nu înţelegeau să 

renunţe. 

e. În legătură cu factorul de colonizare, neînsemnat, reprezentat de 
veteranii aduşi, pe lângă opinia lui Iorga, sunt semnificative observaţiile unui 
martor al timpului, Tacit, care în Anale spune: «că s-au trimis veterani ca să 

locuiască la Tarentum şi Antium, dar n-au reuşit să populeze aceste locuri. 
Cei mai mulţi dintre soldaţi s-au risipit în provinciile în care îşi sfârşiseră sta­
giul militar». Apoi remarcă: dealtfel «nedeprinşi să se căsătorească şi să 

crească copii (până la Septimiu Sever, mort la 211, soldaţii romani nu aveau 
voie să se însoare, n.a.), ei mureau fără urmaşi. Căci nu mai erau ca mai 
înainte (de la Sulla la August), când se trimiteau legiuni întregi, cu tribunii 
lor, cu centurionii lor şi cu soldaţi din fiecare campanie... Acum (în anul 60 
e.n., situaţia fiind valabilă şi după cucerirea Daciei, în ipoteza că s-ar fi făcut 

colonizări) se trimiteau soldaţi ce nu se cunoşteau între dânşii, din diferite 
companii, fără dragoste reciprocă, ca şi cum ar fi fost altă speţă de muritori, 
strânşi în grabă la un loc şi formând mai mult un număr decât o colonie» 
(Ann, II, 2). Această mărturie, de profundă semnificaţie şi importanţă, 

aruncă o lumină vie şi concludentă asupra epocii şi problemei noastre, îndeo­
sebi asupra rolului colonizator minor al veteranilor. 

Pârvan pune mare preţ pe veterani, deşi nu poate indica o cifră. El scrie 
că în Dacia «vor fi mai mulţi decât coloniştii civili. Dar baza populaţiei rurale 
a Daciei în 270 rămânea tot aceea dată de cele 150 serii de veterani» (Dacia, p. 
153). 

În lipsa unei alte indicaţii, încercăm să deducem numărul veteranilor 
pornind de la «cele 150 serii» de veterani de până la 270. Din această cifră 

rezultă că Pârvan consideră că prima serie ar fi dată de anul 120 e.n., deşi 

împlinirea stagiului de 20 de ani - şi 25 pentru auxiliari - s-ar fi realizat în 
anul 126 (106 plus 20), respectiv 131 (106 plus 25), neţinând seama nici de 
faptul că mulţi se reangajau, întârziind obţinerea statutului de veterani cu 5 
sau poate cu 10 ani, şi reducând seriile de la 150 la 135-140, iar alţii erau reţi­
nuţi forţat, pentru cazuri de forţă majoră, pentru mai mulţi ani. Să admitem 
totuşi ca valabilă cifra de 150 serii, pentru că în fond este judicioasă. 

Situaţia s-ar prezenta astfel: 
la. Legiunea XIII Gemina, staţionată de la 106 la 271, avea între 4.200 

- 6.000 ostaşi. Luând legiunea ca un tot omogen, cu acelaşi stagiu de 20 de ani 
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pentru fiecare ins, împlinit simultan, rezultă că în anul 120 au fost lăsaţi la 
vatră 6.000 veterani. Dacă admitem că legiunea a fost reîmprospătată inte­
gral, a doua lăsare la vatră era în anul 140 şi aşa mai departe, pentru opt 
cicluri sau generaţii de câte 6.000 legionari, până la retragerea legiunii. 

În realitate, anii stagiului împlinit nu erau egali pentru fiecare, aşa că 
lăsarea la vatră se făcea treptat, cam câte 300 inşi pe an (5070), urmând ca la 
20 de ani să se obţină acelaşi număr de 6.000 eliberaţi. Legiunea XIII a dat 
astfel, până în 271, circa 45.000 eliberaţi, adică veterani, în cifră intrând şi cei 
morţi între timp, reangajaţi sau cu prelungirea de stagiu. 

1b. Legiunea V-a Macedonica, staţionată cu 61 de ani mai târziu (167 
e.n.), până la 271, tot cu efectivul maxim de 6.000 soldaţi. Socotind de-a 
dreptul câte 300 veterani pe an, cele 89 serii (150 minus 61) au dat până la 
retragerea legiunii 25.700 veterani, rotund 27.000. 

Totalul pe cele două legiuni (45.000 plus 27 .000) este de 72.000 veterani 
până la 271 e.n. 

2a. Auxiliarii Legiunii XIII Gemina, pe 150 serii, între 106 şi 271, cu un 
total maxim de 5.000, devin veterani după 25 de ani de stagiu. În consecinţă, 
s-au perindat ceva mai puţin de şapte serii. Socotind că numărul eliberat 
anual este de 200 inşi, pentru cele 150 serii dă un total de 30.000 veterani. 

2b. Auxiliarii Legiunii V Macedonica, cu un efectiv de 5.000, între 167 
şi 271, deci 89 serii. Socotind direct pe ani tot câte 200 de inşi, ajungem la un 
număr de circa 18.000 veterani. 

Totalul auxiliarilor pentru cele două legiuni (30.000 plus 18.000) este de 
48.000. 

3. Totalul general pe cele două legiuni, plus auxiliarii, între 106 - 271, 
este aşadar de 120.000 veterani, din care n-am scăzut încă pe cei decedaţi, 

reangajaţi, reţinuţi peste termen ori transferaţi. 

4. Să vedem acum câţi din acest total au putut contribui la acţiunea de 
romanizare. Deci câţi s-au stabilit în Dacia? 

Unii se reangajau şi prelungeau data eliberării. La cât s-ar putea evalua 
această întârziere, această decalare a statutului de veteran, nu îmi dau seama. 
Unii constatau că li s-a prelungit stagiul fără voie (din cauza unor răsboaie, 

revolte) şi îşi vedeau astfel întârziat statutul de veteran. Cu cât? Alţii, din 
cauza prelungirilor, nu mai ajungeau deloc la pensionare. Câţi? Nu pot emite 
nici-o apreciere, deşi în mod sigur s-au întâmplat asemenea cazuri. 

Cifra de 5.000 auxuliari pe legiune, socotită constantă în perioada ocu­
paţiei militare, putea varia în anii de linişte, numărul lor diminuând. 

La totalul pe legiune, alternând între 4.200 - 6.000, am considerat tot­
deauna cifra maximă. Dacă ea n-a fost atinsă, la cât s-ar fi redus totalul de 
120.000? Greu de apreciat. 

La alte categorii, am putea încerca unele evaluări. De pildă, la cei ple­
caţi acasă după împlinirea stagiului - care nu înţelegeau să beneficieze de lotul 
individual de pământ care le putea fi acordat, ci preferau să-şi încaseze cei 
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12.000 de sesterţi (circa 3.000 franci aur) şi să-şi croiasca m satul natal 
gospodărie proprie şi o altă viaţă, aşa cum procedau ţăranii ardeleni plecaţi 

peste ocean - am aprecia procentul lor cel puţin la jumătate. Cei 120.000 vete­
rani s-ar reduce deci la 60.000, din care scăzând măcar 10.000 veterani din 
categoriile arătate mai sus, ar rămâne cam 50.000. 

De asemenea, am putea estima şi mortalitatea veteranilor rămaşi în 
Dacia, probabil superioară celei a localnicilor din cauza răsboaielor şi a cli­
mei mai dure decât în ţările de origine. Poate că o vârstă de maximum 60 de 
ani e verosimilă, mai ales pentru sudici, dar nu numai pentru ei, atunci longe­
vitatea fiind inferioară celei de azi. 

Ca atare, cei deveniţi veterani în anul 120 au murit după 20 de ani, în 
anul 140 e.n.; veteranii din 140 au murit în 160 ş.a.m.d. In şapte serii şi 

jumătate de câte 6.000, până în 271 au decedat 45.000 veterani. 
Din Legiunea V Macedonica, cei pensionaţi în 190 au murit după 20 de 

ani, la 210, în total de 6.000; cei din anul 210 au murit în 230 ş.a.m.d. În 
patru serii de câte 6.000, până în 271 e.n. au decedat 24.000. 

În total, din veteranii celor două legiuni, până la părăsirea Daciei, au 
decedat 69.000 veterani. 

La auxiliari, socotind că cei din Legiunea XIII, pensionaţi în anul 125 
au decedat în anul 150, iar cei din 150 în 175 ş.a.m.d., în şase serii a câte 
5.000, până la 271 au decedat 30.000. Din Legiunea V, cei pensionaţi în anul 
190, au decedat în 215 şi cei din 215 în 250 ş.a.m.d., în patru serii de câte 
5.000, până în 271 au decedat 20.000 

Astfel totalul auxiliarilor decedaţi se ridică la 50.000. 
Totalul general al decedaţilor pe cele două legiuni, cu auxiliarii, între 

106-271, este de 119.000, cifră din care trebuie scăzuţi cei 60.000 care ar fi 
plecat în patriile lor. 

Prin urmare, aproape toţi veteranii s-au stins din viaţă până în 271. 
Astfel nu mai putea fi vorba de nici-o acţiune a lor de romanizare după retra­
gerea aureliană, sursa lor fiind secată definitiv din lipsă de împrospătare. 

Până la retragere au avut însă rolul lor. Cât de mare? 

5. Să comparăm totalul lor, de 50.000 (120 de mii minus 60.000 plecaţi 

şi 10.000 greu evaluabili), considerându-l constant în toată această perioadă, 

cu totalul populaţiei Daciei, pe care ar fi trebuit s-o «romanizeze». 
Care era însă populaţia Daciei, mai întâi a Daciei întregi dinaintea ocu­

paţiei şi apoi a Daciei mici, devenită provincie romană? 

Populaţia Daciei a variat. Sub Burebista era de două milioane, socotind 
că luptătorii - 200.000 după Strabo - ar fi reprezentat circa 10070 din populaţia 

totală. Mai târziu numărul a mai scăzut. La cât, nu se poate şti. Pârvan 
menţionează scăderea, însă tot el ne spune că în vremurile de care ne ocupăm 

noi «densitatea populaţiei trace a Daciei era întradevăr impunătoare» 

(Getica, p. 752). Aş propune, orientativ, cifra de 1,5 milioane locuitori pen­
tru Dacia Mare. 

Pentru provincia romană, Banat, Oltenia şi o parte a Transilvaniei, 
emitem în mod orientativ, cifra de 800.000 locuitori. Aceasta are ca punct de 
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sprijin afirmaţia lui Criton care spune că Traian a luat 50.000 bărbaţi daci 
înarmaţi, ca să-i trimită pe alte fronturi. Considerând răsboinicii cam 100,70 
din populaţie, înseamnă că aceasta era de cel puţin 500.000, la care am mai 
putea adăuga circa 300.000, cifra corespunzătoare altor aproximativ 30.000 
ostaşi daci neprinşi. 

Dacă am lua pentru comparaţie (numai) cifra de 800.000, totalul vete­
ranilor ar fi prezentat 60,70 din populaţia provinciei. Adaug însă imediat 
numai dacă şi numărul veteranilor ar fi rămas constant, ca acela al popu­
laţiei. Dar el a variat, între 50.000 şi numai 11.000 la început (1,370,70). De 
fapt a variat şi cifra populaţiei, dar, în defavoarea tezei lui Pârvan, ea a cres­
cut (<<revanşa naturii» după răsboi, plus sporul din perioada de pace ce a 
urmat). 

Întrebarea care se pune este dacă -toutes autres choses egales d'ailleurs 
- cei 6 la sută veterani (sau doar 1,37) aveau forţa necesară să romanizeze pe 
ceilalţi 940,70. Răspunsul de dat nu pare a prezenta greutăţi prea mari. 

În plus, auxiliarii trebuie scăzuţi integral din calcul. «Aveau nevoie ei 
înşişi să fie romanizaţi», spune însuşi fondatorul arheologiei noastre (Dacia, 
p. 148). Numărul veteranilor luaţi în calcul scade aşadar cu 800,70 auxiliarii, de 
la 50.000 la numai 10.000, ceea ce în procente, faţă de totaţul populaţiei de 
800.000, ar însemna 1,250,70, în loc de 60,70. Calculând la varianta minimă de 
11.000 veterani, numărul lor ar scădea la numai 2.200, adică 0,270,70 din 
populaţie. Nici cât o picătură în iezerul carpatic. 

În concluzie, dacă ţinem seama de faptul că şi cifra populaţiei a crescut, 
avem următoarea situaţie: 

a. 2.200 veterani apţi pentru romanizare, 
b. cifra ipotetică a populaţiei de 800.000 ar fi crescut (după o variantă 

calculată de Silviu Câmpean) la circa 2,4 milioane locuitori (cu un spor anual 
de circa 7 la mie pe 165 ani). 

Veteranii ar reprezenta atunci abia 0,09 la sută din populaţia pe care ar 
fi urmat s-o romanizeze. 

Dacă aceste generaţii de colonişti veterani nu aveau nici o pondere, ce 
să mai vorbim de «coloniştii» civili? Acţiunea de romanizare prin colonişti 

-veterani sau civili - era, deci, cu totul imposibilă. 

Să regretăm? Nu. Pentru că din această analiză rezultă că suntem 
«Romani» nu prin derivaţie, ci de la sursă, din europeni, fraţi cu Romanii. 

Romanitatea noastră e originară, primordială, funciară, nu ocolită, pe 
când aceea a Romanilor ocupanţi e derivată şi impură, ei provenind din pro­
toromanii sau protolatinii plecaţi de la noi. 

Cât priveşte pe «colonişti», ei nu meritau numele de romani, 
reprezentând, cum am văzut mai sus, «o îngrămăditură de oameni». 

Afirmaţia lui Iorga «La masse bizarre de colons ne pouvait pas former 
la nation roumaine d'uneformation tellement solide, ni lui donner la langue» 
îndeamnă la meditaţie. 

A.S. 
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ORIGINEA LIMBII SI A NEAMULUI ROMÂNESC, 

Acesta este titlul lucrării (Ed. Nagard, Roma, 1986) ce cuprinde 
răspunsul generaţiei tinere de intelectuali români la recrudescenţa vechii gărzi 

dogmatice. Pasiunea cu care sunt tratate problemele ce privesc originea limbii 
şi a neamului românesc scoate în evidenţă că românul este perfect conştient 

de valorile istorice, etnice, culturale şi lingvistice ale neamului său. Această 

conştiinţă nu poate fi înăbuşită, chiar dacă uneori este redusă la tăcere. Ea 
inspiră libertatea de a refuza orice îngrădire străină şi susţine curajul de a 
infirma orice denigrare a moştenirii spirituale primite de la înaintaşi. 

Conştiinţa de sine - mărturisită cu naturaleţe de autori - exprimă con­
vingerea românului despre existenţa sa. El se ştie român şi nu altceva, pe 
plaiul său dintotdeauna şi nu venit de aiurea, cu limbă proprie, cu spirituali­
tate specifică, cu o cultură ce-l defineşte şi cu o precisă conştiinţă a originii 
sale daco-romane. Ca să afirmi aceste adevăruri - care sunt aşa, pentru că nu 
pot fi decât aşa - nu trebuie să fii nici de dreapta, nici de stânga; ajunge să fii 
bun român. 

T. V. BĂDESCU 

Redacţia mulţumeşte colaboratorilor pentru materialele trimise şi recomandâ 
ca articolele să fie clare, concise, cu material ilustrativ. Fiecare autor Îşi 

asumă responsabilitatea ipotezelor enunţate şi a exactităţii datelor. 

Întrucât revista Noi Tracii a devenit organ al Centrului European de Studii 
Trace, articolele pot fi trimise şi în limbi de largă circulaţie - engleză,
 

franceză, germană, spaniolă, italiană.
 

Colaboratorii din România pot trimite manuscrisele dactilografiate şi atent� 
corectate la noua adresă a dlui Ion Coja: Bucureşti 41, c.p. 41-30.� 
Datorită sporirii considerabile a numărului de materiale primite spre publica­�
re, revista se vede nevoită să instituie o selecţie a acestora, în funcţie de cali·� 
tatea lor ştiinţifică şi de oportunitatea cu care răspund unor stringenţe de mo­�
ment politic sau cultural. In vederea acestei selecţii, revista a constituit un� 
Comitet de redacţie, alcătuit din câţiva cunoscuţi specialişti în istoria neamu­�
lui nostru. Materialele nepublicate se vor păstra într-un fond de documentare� 
din care, cu timpul, vom publica cât mai mult, pe măsură ce spaţiul tipografic� 
al revistei se va mări.
 

Tuturor, sănătate şi voie ~ună ! 
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SPATIUL TRACIC, 

«Tracii sunt neamul cel mai numeros şi mai răspândit din lume, 
după cel al Indienilor» (Herodot) 
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