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THE VIENNA ARBITRAGE / DIKTAT,
IN THE PRESENT ROMANIAN HISTORIOGRAPHY.
ETHICS “VERSUS” HISTORY (1989-2010)1
Stelian MÂNDRUł2
Abstract. Dialogue and scientific debate on the interpretation of a written site / theme role
locally / nationally represented and continues to mean a heavy doubtful and defining project
for the current Romanian historical science. The confrontation of ideas between representatives
of different generations in the years 1990-2010 reached a climax of its intention to review and
augmentation itself hermeneutizării issues and consequences in space and time. Speech
"emotional" and declined once professed latest results from specific optical aiming to establish
a documentation and interpretation. Forward exegetical tint can help simplify the approach
wrought possibility of democratization in / through historical study practiced permanently and
innovating, in form and substance. So, compulsionările partisan series of omissions,
speculation by eclecticism, trends objective / subjective expressed in double tone, balanced /
emotional, marked by re-writing, overflowing loads dislike or lack the required postings, can
not obstruct the manifestation of normal capacity duct chronological fined beneficial ways
contextualization and conceptualization in comparative and interdisciplinary spirit of European
origin.
Keywords: Romania, Hungary, 1940, Germany, Italy, Vienna, historiography, historians

Referring to the subtitle, we try to deal with the multitude of the possible
human being interpretations and actions of those who created the past. Still, we
wonder whether the truth is accessible, or to what measure it could become as such,
because we have two hypothesis: a) evoking the past may seem either improbable, as
well as the use of history in order to get history knowledge; b) the past must be
accepted even by its specific culture, history meaning in this case, the mere reflection
of one’s own dominant restlessness.
Exploring the past time and events implies a certain kind of knowledge,
mainly relying on a necessary axiological horizon, doubled by comprehension ability
and assumed expression. The analysis of the “self-referencial” paradigm may
confirm/deny the inflation and/or the neglection of the apart “ego”. Applying the
“de-construction” concept, frequently contested in an empirical way, by deductive
methods, is confirmed by one of the thesis expressed in the past by philosophers,
about the inexistence of facts and the uncertainty of interpretations. The near
1

Interrogative opinion on the occasion of the session entitled: Arbitrajul de la Viena din 30 august
1940. Antecedente şi consecinŃe(30th August 1940. The Vienna arbitrage and its records and
consequentlyes), Satu Mare, 2-3 septembrie 2010. See, the genuin romanian version, in “Satu
Mare. Studii şi Comunicări”, XXVII/II, Supplementum, 2011, p. 9-25.
2
Stelian MândruŃ, Ph. D., Researcher, Institute of History “George BariŃiu, Cluj-Napoca;
smandrut@yahoo.com SMandrut@hotmail.com

130

Stelian MÂNDRUł

consequence is not revealing objectively, the historical truth, considered a mere
cultural concept, denoting thus the absence of legitimacy, of the essential distinction
between past and myth.
The question of the Vienna “arbitrage/diktat” (August 30, 1940) was
investigated in the Romanian historiography through a specific conceptualmethodological approach before and after 1989, including both the (i)maculation of
the past, and the transition from negation to assumption and justification of a
new/other version. This reflected just the measure to which “the December events”
affected the whole system.3
The psychological and sociological outline of the historian contemporary to
the totalitarian epoch is still marked by a certain ideological fact, mentality, social
background and cultural education, with an important informative place/role in
(re)generating many faults, aggravated and distorted by the regime. To all the levels
of the national-communist historiography, the active principle was the official
hierarchy an the definitely imposed dedication. Its characteristic was already revealed
by the proper deeply authoritative control, leading and discipline mentality, in case of
possible private and contradictory opinions. Certain fundamental options were
however, in contradiction in some directions (hierarchical, resentful, vindicate),
especially under the impact of another generation, that was thinking and elaborating
in another type of language, resulting thus a phase delay and an obvious individual
and collective handicap. There also persisted a typical dominating “documentary”
interest in a category of specialists, at the moral level. We might ask how many of the
authors concerned with some deficiencies in the conceptual-thematical area, have still
preserved their inner balance and the free spirit?
The adjustment of the historians to the communist system meant in time and
space, the full identification of the reality conscience, without any inner or outside
impediments, to cause inaccessibility or unfulfillment. The great part of the actors,
contemporary professionals, were captured by this “mania”, characteristic to the
epoch, having no other marks of alternative/parallel systems. Its emissaries were
genetically adapted and obedient, by education, temperament and survival instinct,
1

See, in general: Lucian Boia, Romanian Historiography after 1989, in “Österreichische
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proving a kind of double natural and career pact. A general mirage process came
gradually over that of constant alienation, obviously out of instinct and vocation,
leading to a necessary precaution, useful as an adjustment talent at different levels.
However, there were some purely theoretical and retractile tendencies, of
collaboration and guilt. Many of the authorized experts of the interwar, or pre and
post war epoch or the international relations wrote honestly their works, from an
acceptable and legitimate interpretation angle. Meanwhile, a few others, obviously
avoided the answers proper to the analysis of that part of 1940, for instance! The
majority were career people, following their own public exposure, by social
promotion and the official recognition of their “partisan” talent.
Their training was constantly illustrated by ambiguity and duplicity, as the
epoch up to 1989 presented the dominating reality with/by segments of mentality in
an atmosphere of total resignation and servitude. It is worth mentioning that
blackmail and terror, not only economical, by diversified in the 80’s of the past
century annihilated any attempt of interrelation, ideological conscience and civic
courage, generating many compromises and hermeneutical cowardice.
Therefore, now, but especially in the 9th decade, the year 1940 - accepted in a
distorted mirror concerning the territorial “rapes” in June 28 and August 30, 1940 was freely regarded on a background of traditional and positivist representations,
echoing abroad through the millitantism of the historiographical interrogation, merely
concerned with alterity and comparative analysis, as an appropriate signs of mature
education.
The historical perspective after 1989, after the alterations of social behaviour
and evaluation nets, a new/other complex of ideological and moral complex, was
entirely changed. The utopian attempt, from a critical, professional and rational point
of view was prevented by political inherited sensitivity, by old limits or new
intellectual superstitions. Even if the traditional canonized system was declared null
and worthless, a triple deficit, even in documents, interpretation and innovation was
due to the complicity of various degrees in the mechanisms of the present, adopted by
the historical science, too. The influence and social interconditioning inevitably acted
too, affecting and implying the contribution of the specialists in contemporaneous,
with direct concerns for the native interwar and post war past. Many of these
belonged to the generation that witnessed and created the common social-economical
and cultural-scientific existence, and still keeping free of the shortcomings of
conformism, of the imitation and habitual spirit contamination, as compared to others,
who represented the new generation, justified and meant to join a new/other set of
ethical-civic criteria, objective within the Romanian historiographical area, in the
90’s of the 20th century and the first decade of the 3rd chiliad.
But, what is going on in fact with the native historical writing, related to the
moment 1940? First, there is a successful attempt to fit into the context, without any
particular expressive angle. In other words, the connexion lacked the possibility of an
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individual/collective reflection, on logical and well defined basis, a mental gradual
process in the first years of the 3rd chiliad. This was due to the fact, that the already
existing competition data transmitted by the supporters of the above mentioned
historical writing, as an alternative, formally rejected the official frames, taken over
and little altered at first, not admitting the hierarchy and the implied values. The act in
itself, was gradually accepted, not only as an immediate assumption and opening to
the “old” and the “old ones”, but also as an admittance and investment of the “new”
by the “innovators”, only through the filter of one’s own experience, and in spite of
the outside methodological influence. Thus, they were still looking for a new
constructive and positive solution in the multifunctional and interdisciplinary
(re)hermeneutisation of the year 1940’s impact, to replace the late official options, but
which became gradually depersonalized in the last years of the 20th century.
The more so, as after a lap of relative disinhibition and re-orientation, that
left space to the start of the “de-secretization” of the archives, the instinctive and
minimal de-synchronizations or differences of horizons, programmes perception
levels had been slowed down, including the representatives of the same generation.
There was now a possibility to enlarge the incidence angle among those concerned
with the study of the process of the “arbitrage /diktat” process within the native area.
Attempts to clarify meanings and semantics in the terminology have already
existed, so as to get over the inertness and continuity of the system, partly abolished
in the collective mentality, as well as in the specific inter and post war historical one.
The entire image of the bilateral Romanian-Hungarian relations has easily got over
the conventional one, full of stereotypes. The actual frame proved an imminent level
of release, objectivity and distance from the touch of reality. At the same time, there
was a comprehension capacity in defining and evaluating the psychology of the
participants to the historical moment, involved in the study of the complex issue of
the year 1940. The dialogue or the scientific debate among the professionals were but
mere and daring attempts to demolish an out of date frame, made of resentments and
frustrations, vindictive tendencies and latent aggressivities, at the risk to premeditate a
part or a total failure in the domain. There was still an inherited type of balance,
between the conventional option and the official one, but also a set of diminished
national feelings, jeopardizing affectively and effectively the historiographical
relations.
Within this context marked after 1989, by gradual political destruction of the
native historic writing, the interpretative discourse on the year 1940 in the history of
the Romanians (including Bessarabia and North Bukovina and HerŃa), in the
arbitrage/diktat, rightly accused the lack of inhibition and repression. So that, we
could see and rightly state, that profound changes took place in the professional
historian’s conscience, too. The real moment of change towards the comparative and
common analysis of the diplomatic acts in June 28 and August 30, had been related to
regeneration and functioning of the constitutive frame system, in the attempt to de-
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mystify the year 1940. The cleavage illustrated now, between the success in content
and the success in publicity in the mentioned direction, was possible because the
frequent mediatization with a precise target, as a result of the purely social relations,
prestigiously supported by different (in)visible means. There certainly was a necessity
of an analysis according to the principle of authenticity, personality and originality.
The absolute claim of the critical spirit was often implied, at the same time with the
rejection of the canon and hierarchy of values, ideologically imposed. Gradual proofs
of negativism, denial imposing the right to personal opinion, in re-writing the history
of 1940, were mainly persistent, especially in the last years of the framed
historiographically selected period of time.4
The double challenge for the historians was now, the investigation of the past
in a recovering way, and the substantial renewal of the professional interpretation.
The disagreement between the “political reconciliation” attempt and the modulations
of the “historical discourse” contributed to the stagnations within the conceptualmethodological area, directly influencing both the necessary contents changes and the
reconstruction of the social images at the collective perception level, influenced by
the persistence of myths, prejudices and stereotypes. The recrudescence of the
professionally “compromised” specialists determined the appeal to the edification of
the scientific defensive means in relation to the “upright” wing and the public interest
in the national past, by the series of discoveries concerning the year 1940.
The attempts to re- analyse the interpretations of the above mentioned
moment, with special impact on the Romanian-Hungarian dialogue, were deeply
marked in the last decade of the 20th century, by the duality in the evolution of the
political factor, in the attempt to accept the benefit of partnership, suggested
implicitly by the European Community institutions. The double angle approach,
chronologically and on issues, the intensity of the research of the existing specificity
at different levels of expression, was influenced by the absence of initial contacts,
between 1990-1994, followed inevitably by the reconciliation effect in 1996, having
profound subsequent echoes. The “narcissistic” priorities on both sides suffered an
outer amendment, received and publicly induced by the interdependence of many
factors of the altered vision in the political comparatively and interdisciplinary
historic discourse. The fact was also influenced by the contribution of the young
generation of specialists, trained abroad, manifesting critical attitudes to the obsession
of facts and the theoretical ignorance about the suggestions of “de-mythization“ and
“involution” of the moment 1940, within Central and South–East European context.

4

The bibliographical references were extracted from the specific subdivisions of the respective
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The concept of mutual interdependence and the notion of fatality constituted thus, a
constructive practical paradigm.5
More directions of scientific work have been effectively used in the
(re)documentation effort and (re)interpretation of the development or stagnation in
the bi-lateral relations in 1940. In the first case, the rarity of monographies was not at
all surprising, after 1989, as, according to the spare previous tradition, “the challenge”
of the subject could have unforseen consequences at an amiable level. Therefore, the
preliminary statistics include a set of four studies(Gh. Buzatu,1991; N. Cosma,1996;
C. Grad, 1998/2000; O. Traşcă, 2009) and a new edition (A. Simion,1996) with
special significance and interpretation certainties, in the national historiography.6 The
authors and their origin have an important role for the professional message lacking
the hidden political influence. The impact of the “arbitrage/diktat” is revealed under
another angle of analysis, that, either takes over and adjusts in a “renewed” shape,
certain out of date thesis, or legitimate the new arguments in the interpretation of the
phenomenon under study. Two of the authors, belonging to another generation
compete with two others, from an altered conceptual- methodological area, who
validate their opinions, both through documents and interpretation. The increasing
interest, in changing the thinking manner of the events of the 1940 summer is thus
motivated by objective/subjective causes, by the competition and professional charge
of the new generation. The working manner of the researchers trained and educated in
important European historiography schools, and not only, enabled the development of
mental structures directly connected to the data and the inner and outer facts, the
comprehension and use of evaluation in the evolution of the events in Romania and
Hungary, in 1940, in their implication in the political-military diplomacy of the time.
The frequent question, meaning “unde malum”, could only be partly solved, by
minimum and unique approaches in form and content, published at some time after
the change of the regime in 1989, and by going back to the normal bilateral relations
after 1996. The courage of some authors both in concept and methodology includes
the intrinsic attempt to appeal to subjects considered embarrassing, in general,
according to the (re)evaluation of some marks considered as basis of the edifice built
within the native historic writing space and time. Thus, the unique “intruding” of A.
Simion, reconsolidated in 1996, by the reprint of the enlarged edition represents a
predictive way, followed by other young appreciated specialists, among who, there
are the two mentioned above.
5

See Stelian MândruŃ, Istoriografia autohtonă “postdecembristă” despre relaŃiile românomaghiare între anii 1939-1945 (“Post- December 1989” Romanian historiography about the
Romanian-Hungarian relations between the years 1939-1945), in Istoria culturii, cultura
istoriei(The history of culture, the culture of history). Cluj-Napoca, 2010, p. 448-454.
6
See Annex III.; A new name in the Hungarian historical writing, see: Balogh Béni, A magyarromán kapcsolatok 1939-1940 és a második bécsi döntés(The Hungarian-Romanian relations
between 1939-1940 and the second Vienna`s arbitrage). Csikszereda, 2002.
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The synthesis, with large themes coverage and profound approach have been
frequently published in the last two decades, concerning the native past, or some
significant moments of development (administration, army, church, culture, law, state
etc.), or the strictly Transylvanian geographical area.7 The multitude of authors and
teams was the result of the joined efforts of some traditional centres of local/national
research (Bucharest, Cluj, Jassy etc.) for new historiographical “productions”, of
different values, created by the documentation circumstances, the interpretation and
edition, with the particular/general view, as well as the academic opportunities or the
demands for the interpretation of the past. At the very beginning, the professional
dimension was significant in the general attempt, so that many clichés and stereotypes
connected with the “de-constructive” criticism of the Vienna arbitrage/diktat (August
30, 1940), persisted for a long time. The subsequent questions, after a profound
reading were related to the concepts and the methods, in the attempt to put into
equation the specific components of the year 1940, insisting on the effects and
diplomatic-political attempts in June and August, but also the geostrategically
position of the area. We are now witnesses to the rethinking and re-setting of some
fixed notions in the collective conscience of totalitarianism, about the merely
sketched aspects, neglected up to the end and without any logical continuity in the
interpretation of the facts of that epoch. Most of the initial absences and the deliberate
errors are completed or replaced by rational arguments, based on new documents,
mainly archives, entirely changed throughout the years, due to the unlimited access,
and the elimination of any kind of restriction. Regardless of the documents and
interpretations of the authors interested in the 1940 moment - related in
interdependence by the collective or local past – we consider that the thesis favoured
the image of the unity between shape and content within the whole, even if, some
distinct “parts” still belonged to authors of different generations. Natural questions
and pertinent answers appear in connection with the place/role specific for the
“frontier” in space and time, considered as “a defence wall or bridge”, with the
meaning of “surrender” or “resistance” in terms of the present and subsequent
“isolation” within the “auto-isolation” paradigm, for different objective and
subjective reasons. In relation to the abroad circumstances, the polemical and
revenging tone gradually decreases, giving way to agreement by dialogue and
scientific debate, reciprocally professional.
The documentary and memoryalistic sequence in the native historiography of
1940, reveals a balance between local and general, both in interwar, and, especially
pre-war epoch, in the narrative and reconstructive attempt. The documents were
found and studied in time, from the internal and external archives, some of them had
not been published up to 1989. Their various and rich content concern fragments
from the recent Transylvanian past (M. Fătu, 1999 etc.), or that of Romania’s (I.
7

See Annex I.
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Scurtu, 1995 etc.) 8 Even at the risk of repeating the problems and emphasizing the
interference and the relative “self-censorship” in many areas, the volumes, more
numerous and more valuable in time, are more important, because the sources, the
analysis and diplomatic comprehension of the events in the summer of 1940. Of
course, they contain and purposeful exhibit the specific intention and uncertainty
concerning the good will or correctness/reliability of selection in the field. The
expression and interpretation” by omission”, has been gradually abolished, especially
that the “de-secretization” process of the central and local archives offered the
possibility of an adjustment control. Suggestive in this sense, is the investigation of
many diplomatic reports, evaluated either for each country, or on certain domains,
reflecting thus, the double perception of Romania’s condition in 1940, as well as the
collective and particular impact of the Vienna “arbitrage/diktat”. In the case of
documentary volumes the truth implied relied to a great measure on the author’s
involvement, when the memoirs were either contemporary to the related events, or at
some distance in time, the hypothetical distance of the subject was relevant and
connected to the author’s own implication, as a political man, diplomat, army man, or
just witness of the events.
The diaries and memoirs reflect major elements of the Romanian-Hungarian
dispute of the time, connected to the multitude of details needed by the historian in
the interpretation of the facts, in order to re-create the context in August 1940. Many
of the authors have been and still are significant for the historical moment they wrote
about, according to the complexity of the motivations implied.9 Their narrative
attempts, in a descriptive/positivist manner, but also interpretative, in the sense of the
rhetorical interrogation, determined that the public significance of their opinions,
addressed to the future, should be amended both by the public, and especially by the
historians. These volumes still contributed to the answers of many diplomatic,
political, military questions around the confrontation between Romania and Hungary,
in the summer and autumn of 1940. Both categories are imaginary reflections that
enable us to look at the recent past, in our own way.
The proper terms and the semantics used in drawing the facts of August 30,
1940 have undergone multiple alterations in expression and interpretations,
throughout half of century. The sudden and unpredictable pain of the “territorial
division” was hardly accepted and understood “sine ira et studio”, when the general
complaint “vae victis” had been manipulated politically, for different reasons. The
series of articles/studies published in the last two decades, point out the more
outstanding difference between the notions of “arbitrage” and “diktat”, with obvious
emphasis on the last term, imposed and used because of many factors. The generation
and professional training of the authors, their knowledge and historical interpretation,
the illusion of the everlasting national historiographic past, as related to the one
8
9
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revealed after 1989, connected to the “cosmopolitan” outside influences, contributed
to the existence of two, or several ways of expression: Gh. Buzatu, N. Dascălu, V. F.
Dobrinescu, A. Simion, I. Scurtu, etc.(diktat/ultimatum), C. Grad, V. Puscaş, O.
Traşcă, C. Vişoianu (arbitrage/surrender). 10 A single author, a man of law, tried an
explanation of the double meaning notion, from a semantic point of view, admitting
the existence or co-habitation of terms, but only within a well–defined international
legal background.11 Not at all in disagreement with the inter and post war Hungarian
historiography, that openly expressed the “inner” trauma concerning the previsions of
the Trianon Peace Treaty (June 4, 1920), the Romanian national-communist history,
but even the present one, reveal an exaggerated set of sensitivities, pointed out by the
notion itself and the structure of many collective and individual studies. An emotional
tone, a martyrdom image and a passionate spirit are still present at many authors,
under the influence of the sources in the analysis of the 1940 events, in a mental
natural trap, re- projecting the present events within the recent past background. The
frequently used terms such as “battle”, “dramatic”, “the force right and the force of
the right”, “irrationality”, “perfidy”, “collapse”, “braking”, “blackmail”, “tragedy”
lead to the idea of a great deal of negative facts, obsessively and excessively repeated,
in the prejudice of the actual reader. There is an identical process in the case of some
names used by the native historical literature in relation to the facts in Bessarabia,
North Bukovina and HerŃa, in the summer of 1940, with a difference in accent and
terms claimed by the specialists from the Republic of Moldavia. The Romanian
involvement in this case is restricted, for reasons of reciprocal understanding and
diplomacy, mutually expressed.
The series of articles, studies and collective works with a view to explore and
exploit the original material at home and abroad archives, was meant to complete the
information and interpretation, the conclusions after the study of the scientific sources
(documents and memoirs), proving constant editions and themes, in the years after
1989. The subjects suggested by some authors, among whom we mention the most
representative ones for their analysis (C. Botoran, I. Calafeteanu, N. Dascălu, Al.
DuŃu, C. Grad, P. Otu, D. Preda, V. Puscaş, O. Traşcă etc.),12 are rich in objectives
and fulfillments, as a result of joined research. They have been continued in the
bilateral Romanian-Hungarian relations, emphasizing the importance of “diplomatic
competition/battle for Transylvania” in 1940, being either starting attempts for new
approaches to the conceptions, statutes, geopolitical context, internal/external
implications, demographic/social/economic/cultural impact etc. The measure of the
attempt was generated by the great opening to such sources and the adjustment to
new strategies in the methodological approach, that enabled the convergence of new
10

See all three segments of Annex.
Victor Duculescu, SentinŃa de la Viena, arbitraj sau dictat? (The Vienna sentence, arbitrage or
diktat?), in “Acta Musei Napocensis” Cluj-Napoca, 32, 1995, nr. 2, p. 37-40.
12
See Annex III.
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directions in the ambi- or bivalent attitudes, specific to the two neighbour countries,
in their way towards an imminent conflict, mainly favoured from abroad. The
important and significant issues revealed now, in direct relation with Romania’s and
Hungary’s attitude, within a triple context (continental, Central and South–East
European) are throughly studied for the interval 1939-1940, pointing out aspects
related mostly to the Hungarian revisionism (I. Calafeteanu, 1995), 13 the double
mischief proved by the Nazist Germany and Soviet Russia, in the complete isolation
of the area under discussion/dispute, in the summer of 1940, the failed negotiations
from Turnu Severin, 14 according to a well established plan, where the “irrationality”
of the game forces/interests, about the messages sent in June and July 1940, on the
equation of “peace”, or the “arbitrage”, caused the marginal options and the triumph
of violence, in the detriment of peaceful co-habitation within the strategically and
tactically disputed area. There is still a strongly persuasive influence about the version
induced to Romania, during the proceeding moments of August 30, 1940, in close
connection to the state of mind inside the country and abroad, to stop the unreal
possibility of interrogation/delay, predictable in both cases, to Moscow’s ultimatum,
and in connection to the final decision adopted in Vienna. Together with many
Romanian authors, such as M. Retegan (Bucharest, 1993), V. Puşcaş (Cluj–Napoca,
1995), V. F. Dobrinescu (Bucharest, 1996), N. Dascălu (Bucharest, 2004), O. Traşcă
(Cluj–Napoca, 2009), 15 there is now a complete and valid attempt, in a double sense,
documentary and interpretative, belonging to the Hungarian historian Balogh Béni
(2002), who brought under the scientific investigation another interesting angle of
perception of the bilateral relations between 1939-1940. 16
The aspect of the military involvement in the political-diplomatic dispute
between the two countries found a reasonable impact on the attempts of the specialist
13

Ibidem.
See the contribution signed by the Polish historian, Agnieszka Kastory, Les pourparles
roumano-hongrois de Turnu Severin en 1940, in “Revue Roumaine d`Histoire”, 39, 2000, nr. 1-4,
p. 215-229. [“RRH”]
15
See, in Annex III.; and Ottmar Traşcă, RelaŃiile politico-militare româno-germane. Septembrie
1940-August 1944(Romanian-German political and military relationships between September
1940-August 1944). Teză de doctorat(Doctoral paper). Cluj-Napoca, 2009.
16
See note 4 and other approaches, at Balogh Béni, Az erdélyi magyar menekültkérdés szociális
vonatkozása 1939-1944 között(Social characteristic of the Hungarian refugees problem in
Transylvania between 1939-1944), in Emlékkönyv Kiss András 80-ik születésnapjára(Hommage to
Kiss András 80th birthday anniversary). Kolozsvár, 2003, p. 29-39; Idem, A magyar-román
viszony és az erdélyi kérdés 1940-1944 között(The Hungarian-Romanian relations and the
Transylvanian question between 1940-1944), in “Korunk”, 17, 2006, nr. 2, p. 4-10; see also other
Hungarian historians whose works were published in Romania: Lipcsey Ildikó, A magyar-román
viszony alakulása 1937-1940 között. I-II.(The evolution of Hungarian-Romanian relationships
between 1937-1940), in “Korunk”, 8, 1997, nr. 1, p. 120-129; nr. 2, p. 92-97; Réti György, Olasz
diplomáciai dokumentumok a második bécsi döntésrıl(Italian diplomatic documents about the
second Vienna arbitrage), in “Korunk”, 11, 2000, nr. 1, p. 104-116.
14

The Vienna Arbitrage / Diktat, in the present Romanian historiography.
Ethics “versus” History (1989-2010)

139

historians, who, concerned with the extension/enlargement Romania’s the mutual
relations in interwar (either with the western countries, or the new states of the area,
after 1918), did not neglect, but on the contrary, emphasized the course and nature of
the relations between Bucharest and Budapest. The access to new documents,
significantly increased after 1989, the thorough research in order to define the
investigated area, both from an external point of view, – with sudden or long term
impact on Romania’s geostrategical and military position -, and the internal factors
during the interwar 30’s, determined an interpretative effort in the approach of the
possibilities of study, either specific or at random, on the existence and action of the
native army. The levels of investigation evolution/involution implied the necessity to
clarify the material and moral data of the whole Romanian military frame, under the
pressure of the events, at the limit of understanding the desperation caused by the
possible withdrawal, but also by the general moral-willful hope, of a rapid recovery
from the collective studies lethargy. The case studies, rich in documentation and
interpretation, took into account the existent state of mind at the western border of the
country. The place and strategic role of Charles’II fortification line in Bihor (C.
Moşincat, 1998 etc.)17 and the importance of the north–west area (Maramureş and
Sătmar etc.), in the hypothesis of the breakout of an armed conflict, have been
minutely studied, making possible the gradual transition to the interdisciplinary
approach of the war phenomenon between 1938-1940. The description of the
increasing revisionist–revenge trend, characteristic to the Transylvanian area, became
now on original question, in relation to the archive’s documents pointing out the
special efforts of the Hungarian intelligence and the Romanian counter-intelligence at
the time (I. Dumitru, 1990 etc.). 18 The legislative measures to consolidate the
defence and collective mobilization adopted along the years, were not omitted by the
military historians, so as to compare the Romanian army’s spirit with the extreme
situations of the neighbouring countries (Czechoslovakia, Poland etc.). The
documentary and interpretative contribution of the professional researches represent a
new/another possibility in the benefit of science, even if only to infer and understand
Romania’s army actions during World War II.
The balanced and uniform research concerns in the recent Romanian
historiography, to process the data of the internal macro and micro system for the
summer and autumn of the year 1940, were favoured by multiple objective causes,
among which, the relatively easy access to the archive sources, both central and local,
the amplitude of the attempt of the historians from different domains (archives,
associations, libraries, institutes, museums, societies etc.). The attempt to recreate the
background of the society of that tome, under the shock of the decision from August
30, 1940, implied a mixture of conceptions and methods, a variety of scientific
approaches, derived from the multitude of different sources under investigation.
17
18

See Annex III.
See Annex I.
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Many of the thesis revealed various ways of historical thinking, the conclusions were
meant to establish the stages/levels for certain facts, imposed as guiding marks in the
attempt to reconstruct the antinomy or the dialogue between particular and general.
The directions of investigation aimed now the place/role of royalty, the political
parties and the respective leaders (N. Iorga, I. Maniu etc.), the Parliament, especially
the Senate in the direction of home and foreign policy in 1940 (Gh. Sbârnă, 2000
etc.).19 The problem to ensure the “internal order” to save the patrimony interests,
had been much debated, together with that of the manifestation of the internal and
external public opinion (R. W. Seton Watson) both at the local and central level, in
concentrated actions, demonstrations/meetings and press or other media references.
The existing state of mind had been influenced by the information element, and by
the protest of the ecclesiastical institutions, especially the Orthodox and Greek–
Catholic from Transylvania and the whole country. In this respect, the manifestation
between confession and ethnic was emphasized, as well as the different divergent
attitudes in north and south Transylvania. The demographic phenomenon was also
taken into account (V. T. Ciubăncan, 2004 etc.), 20 the emigration/immigration
procedures and the evacuation/change of population, with social- economical
consequences in time and space. The issues about the local past favoured the
thorough studies concerning the counties, such as (Bihor, Mureş, Sălaj, Sătmar,
Târnava,etc.), especially in the Szekler`s land, where the local specialists, both
Hungarian and Romanian (I.Chira, Oradea, 2001 etc.) 21 analyzed complex
administrative, religious, economical, political, social processes. The attitude of the
occupation army was different, according to documents, as for instance the excesses
in the border area, or on the territory of some counties with a majority of Romanian
population (Oradea, 1997, Baia Mare, 2002, Satu Mare, 2003, Bucharest, 2008/2009
etc.). 22 Though at the beginning, both interpretative and as far as documents are
concerned, the question of the Holocaust became gradually an interesting subject, for
the specialists, on basis of relevant documents on the amplitude of the phenomenon in
Romania and Transylvania, during the first war years (Bucharest, 2007 etc.). 23
The dialogue and the debate on the stage of the arbitrage/diktat validation
and its national and local consequences represented and still are of great importance
and a defining project in the development of the present Romanian historical science.
The confrontation of the ideas belonging to different generations, with a definite place
and role, assumed by the young researchers, trained within a completely changed
mental attitude, after 1989, under different professional circumstances even abroad,
reached a climax in the attempt to revise and increase the interpretation of such a
19

Ibidem.
See Annex III.
21
Ibidem.
22
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See Annex II.
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complex subject as the Vienna arbitrage/diktat and its immediate or long term
consequences. The honest and not competing involvement, but on the contrary the
cooperative action of both the Romanian and Hungarian historians, might be the
proof in the sense of final “reconciliation” and “partnership”, suggested at continental
level, but merely applied mutually, to the historical writing area, in general. Even
more, as the historiography, on both sides has proved and still proves a hidden kind of
nationalism and xenophobia in the interpretation of some common history events,
among which the Vienna arbitrage/diktat, stated in a comprehensive and
characteristic subjective evaluation. The “affective” discourse of the past (still) comes
from the convenient subjects approached by the researcher from a documentary and
interpretative point of view. Re-directing the exegesis logically and systematically to
certain directions may contribute to simplify the access to the necessary values, in the
benefit of the researcher and the reader, in all the socio-human knowledge directions,
with the good intention and courage in the permanently under change historical study
, both in form and in contents. So that the limitations of truth, partisan, omission,
speculations by ecclectiastic, subjective/objective tendencies, expressed in a double
meaning, balanced or/and emotional, followed by passionate descriptions or the
complete necessary detaching for the sake of the historic objectivity, should hinder
no more the manifestation of the strict chronology and the context and concepts
typical to the thinking school to which they belong, with minor ethnic expression, and
major suggestion towards the European comparatism and interdisciplinarity.
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