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he belligerent and non-belligerent Powers have
repeatedly expressed their desire to maintain the peace
of the Balkans and of South-Eastern Europe at all 

costs. A  similar desire for peace has been repeatedly stressed 
also by the leaders of the small countries of the Balkan 
Peninsula and South-Eastern Europe. There was every reason 
to believe that in order to avoid the oppressive menace of 
war they would leave no stone unturned to eliminate the 
antagonisms dividing them against one another.

Unfortunately, in the tenth month of the war we are 
faced with the fact that —  though the small peoples of the 
Balkan Peninsula have succeeded in keeping aloof from the 
conflict —  we are just as far removed from real reconciliation 
in this part of Europe as we were in the early weeks after 
the outbreak of hostilities. It is true indeed that there has 
nevertheless been a certain improvement. The States with 
opposing interests have either adjusted their mutual relations 
or have progressed so far that the adjustment of their conflicts 
is about to be effected on the basis of mutual understanding.

Among the States of South-Eastern Europe there is only 
one which, instead of striving to achieve a peaceful and just 
agreement with its neighbours, has chosen the alternative of 
political conjuring tricks performed for the purpose of being 
able for a short time at least to retain possession of those of 
its territories which are crowded with minorities. We mean 
Rumania.

Rumania gained most of all by the illstarred Paris treaties 
of peace which followed the Great War of 1914— 18. Her 
territory was more than doubled, the result being that she 
had to face the hostility of almost every one of her neighbours. 
These neighbours have manifestly refused to acquiesce in
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their mutilation. And now, when the Paris treaties of peace 
are being torn to pieces, it would seem only natural that 
Rumania's three neighbours should once more broach the 
question of the territories illegally wrested from them. 
Hungary demands Transylvania, Bulgaria demands the 
Dobrudja and Soviet Russia demands Bessarabia. The failure 
to settle these questions was strikingly shown by the 
demonstrations made last week in Sofia, where the 
demonstrators demanded the restoration to Bulgaria of the 
Dobrudja. And in any case the world press published 
exhaustive information respecting these demonstrations. In 
the event of it proving possible to adjust the unsettled 
territorial problems of South-Eastern Europe by peaceful 
means, this part of the world would never again have to fear 
the demon of war penetrating this region too.

In our last issue we dealt with the question of 
Transylvania; we should now like to offer our readers a 
brief explanation of the Dobrudja problem.

The question of the Southern part of the Dobrudja was 
a problem even prior to the outbreak of the Great War in 
1914. Bulgaria — weakend by the efforts of the Balkan War 
— was forced by Rumania, who cited purely strategic reasons 
for her action, to surrender Southern Dobrudja. This state 
of things was confirmed by the 1919 Treaty of Neuilly; and 
the Bulgarian territory which during the Great War had 
come into Bulgarian possession was once more incorporated 
in Rumania. It was her stressing of her European mission 
that enabled Rumania to obtain possession of South Dobrudja, 
a territory the overwhelming majority of the inhabitants of 
which are Bulgarians. In reply to this pretended mission we 
would quote some passages from a book by Ivan St. Penakoff 
(“Probleme de la Dobrudja du Sud” , p. 14): —  “ Rumania 
has always posed as Europe’s outpost of defence against the 
barbarism coming from the East —  i. e. from Russia. Yet 
no other State has ever yielded so readily and so slavishly 
to the invasion of Russian imperialism as Rumania. She has 
always ensured the Russian armies a free passage; indeed, 
in 1916 she turned her back on the Central Powers, with 
whom she had contracted an alliance of defence against 
Eastern barbarism, entering the war on the side of Russia
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in order to be able to retain the Dobrudja and to occupy 
Transylvania. But Rumania was not satisfied with obtaining 
territories at the expense of her enemies, filching certain 
regions also from her own allies."

That would seem to dismiss the idea of even conceiving 
of Rumania as a defender of Europe with a definite mission 
to perform!

Frederick the Great once said that what was needed for 
the conquest of a territory was an army and —  historians. 
The historians would unearth from somewhere some kind of 
right entitling the conquering State to occupy the conquered 
territories. The Rumanians are not able to produce even 
historians; for according to a record dating from 1595 which 
Rumanian historians are fond of quoting as the first of its 
kind Southern Dobrudja was occupied by a Rumanian army 
under the leadership of Albert Kirali acting by command of 
Sigismund Bathory, Prince of Transylvania. Though the con
quest may not have been very longlived, the region in question 
was thoroughly ransacked. A  Rumanian propaganda pamphlet 
issued quite recently —  “La Dobrudja terre roumaine — 
emouvantes temoignages d’un passe lointain", with foreword 
by Professor Jorga — deals with the inroad of the Rumanian 
army into the Dobrudja and would fain prove “ the glorious 
continuity of the Rumanian occupation of the Dobrudja". It 
is strange, however, that the leader of the Rumanian troops 
should have been a Hungarian and that the supreme war
lord of these troops, Sigismund Bathory, should also have 
been a Hungarian. This is the first vague record; probably 
all the Rumanians had to do with the event referred to, is 
that they fought in Albert Kirali’s army. And what happened 
prior to the period here referred to is lost in the mists of 
history. We may also refer to the many Rumanian politicians 
and historians who have never denied the Bulgarian character 
of the Dobrudja and have indeed protested against the 
incorporation of that territory in the Rumanian State. Perhaps 
it will suffice to quote from Professor Jorga's work — 
“Romania vecinii sai si cheatiunea orientului” , Bucarest, 1912 
— in which he writes inter alia as follows (pp. 245— 47): — 
“ I oppose the idea of a war against Bulgaria for the purpose 
of acquiring possession of Southern Dobrudja. And I am still
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more opposed to the idea of our acquiring possession of 
Southern Dobrudja even without a war". In the “Revue 
Periodique” (No. 7 — December —  1912) C. Costa Fora, 
a Rumanian politician, wrote as follows: —  "The Rumanians 
will be made exclusively responsible for this attack and will 
have to bear all the shame of this cowardly act and of this 
crime, which will involve the shedding of blood and has no 
other object than the filching of a Bulgarian territory." We 
might cite the names of numbers of other representatives of 
the political and scientific world of Rumania who endorsed 
the views of Jorga and Costa Fora.

Another moment proving that Southern Dobrudja is 
Bulgarian territory is offered by the 1910 statistical data, 
which show that in this region of extremely mixed population 
47.6% were Bulgarians and only 2.3% Rumanians. Indeed, 
even the heroic efforts of the Rumanian statisticians in 1930 
failed to show the Rumanian quota of the population of 
Southern Dobrudja to be more than 20%. It is therefore 
indubitable that ethnographically Southern Dorbudja is 
Bulgarian.

As for the economic side of the question, it will suffice 
to point out that this region does not supply Rumania with 
any product of indispensable importance in any branch of 
Rumanian economic life. As for its corn and live stock, its 
importance is very trifling; for the area of land suitable for 
cultivation represents only 1.7% of the total area of the arable 
land of Rumania. So the loss of this territory would not 
cause any particular disturbance even in the inner life of the 
Rumanian State. Bulgaria, on the other hand, by the loss of 
Southern Dobrudja was deprived of 12.5% of the total area 
of land suitable for cultivation in her possession, the area 
thus lost comprising in particular those territories in which 
her agrarian cultivation was mo6t highly developed. We 
might put it in this way too; by the loss of Southern Dobrudja 
Bulgaria lost her granary. In illustration of the effects 
exercised upon the economic life of Bulgaria by the loss of 
Southern Dobrudja, we would refer once more to St. 
Penakoff's book, in which (p. 73) we find the following 
passage: —  “ It may be declared most decidedly on the basis 
of the relevant statistical data that the social misery,
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unemployment and discontent in evidence since 1913, which 
have brought about profound and grave upheavals, and the 
extreme socialistic tendencies, are merely the consequences 
of the fact that in 1913 Southerh Dobrudja was wrested from 
Bulgaria", But the havoc wrought by the loss of this territory 
did not affect Bulgaria only. Probably the inhabitants of 
Southern Dobrudja were themselves much more seriously hit 
by that event. Being thereby cut off from its natural harbour, 
Varna, that territory is unable to find a proper outlet for its 
products, the result being that its agriculture has declined. 
As a consequence of the decline of agriculture, the most 
important stimulating influence of this region, the money 
circulation, has been reduced to a mere minimum, the result 
being that want and destitution have assumed alarming 
dimensions.

To Rumania Southern Dobrudja means nothing beyond 
triflingly insignificant strategical advantages; on the other 
hand, however, the prosperity of this region and the vital 
interests of Bulgaria alike demand that this ancient Bulgarian 
territory should once more be Bulgarian and that by a 
peaceful adjustment of this question we should be a step 
nearer the stabilisation of peace in South-Eastern Europe.
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