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LUPU S THEORY OF THE ORIGIN 
OF THE RUMANIANS

Sjgfifc by
LADISLAS GALDI

I n the March 1942 number of the “Kisebbsegi Korlevel”  

(Minority Circular) Joseph Pusztai-Popovics published a 
literal translation of an article on the origin of the 

Rumanians from the pen of Nicolae Lupu, a Rumanian 
doctor; and in the September issue of the same periodical he 
gave a resume of the more important Rumanian comments on 
the new theory. Seeing that the articles in question were of 
a purely informative character and that no critical discussion 
of their contents has so far been published on the Hungarian 
side, we think it necessary to analyse the question from a 
scientific point of view, —  particularly in view of the fact 
that it is not impossible that this new conception, which to 
all appearances rims counter to the Daco-Rumanian traditions, 
may eventually exercise a serious influence upon the further 
development of Rumanian national consciousness.

To begin with, we would note that it is neither an 
easy nor an agreable task to appraise or discuss the views 
put forward by Lupu. Publicistically, it might be easy to 
make short work of them; but when we look somewhat more 
deeply into the matter, we are at once struck by the exception
ally complicated character of the questions raised. Lupu 
devoted two articles published in the “Curentul” to giving 
what is practically a complete survey of the early history 
of the Rumanians, swaying this way and that —  not employ
ing serious arguments, but indulging rather in rhetorical shifts 
and artifices —  until finally he produced a theory which he 
himself had not thoroughly digested, a theory which appears 
veritably “in statu nascendi’, bristling with the characteristi
cally rambling conceits of dilettantism. To write seriously 
about an article which is more or less lacking in seriousness
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DANUBIAN REVIEW

and in method, is at all times a rather painful undertaking; 
and we should not have attempted to tackle the ‘difficulties 
of the genre” , had we not considered it imperatively necessary 
to inform the general public.

In the early part of his essay Lupu discusses the 
only acceptable thesis pur forward by him, —  his refusal to 
believe in the intermingling of Dacians and Romans. We should 
be delighted to take cognizance of this admission on Lupu’s 
part, did we see that he has been influenced by the 
scientific researches of recent decades, agreeing with the 
Rumanian Philippide and with the foreign and Hungarian 
authorities on the continuity theory in attempting on his port 
too to localize the original home of the Rumanians in the 
Balkan Peninsula. The dismissal of this traditional Daco- 
Rumanian myth would not be regarded as a betrayal even 
from the Rumanian point of view: the Jassy professor 
A. Ofetea, for instance, in the March 1938, issue of the 
“ Insemnari Iesene” also declared in favour of the Balkans 
as being the original home of the Rumanians, —  for which, 
to the best of our knowledge, no one has so far branded him 
as a traitor. We may refer also to Sextil Puscariu, former 
professor in Kolozsvar University, who, though at all times 
sponsoring the Daco-Rumanian theories, has nevertheless 
considered the question of Transylvanian continuity as ‘‘an 
ever-open question” . Lupu does not belong to this small 
category of sincere Rumanian savants; his decision to abandon 
his faith in the intermingling of Dacians and Romans in 
Transylvania was not inspired by any scientific considerations 
or arguments, but by a moment which has so far too played 
an important role in the history of Rumanian science — 
national pride. The reason why Lupu has turned his back on 
the conception so deeply rooted in Rumanian public opinion 
is that this conception —  historically speaking —  does not 
reflect sufficient glory on the Rumanian past and fails entirely 
to throw into relief the supposed ancient greatness of the 
Rumanian people. According to Lupu there is much to be 
ashamed of in the story which tells how “after the withdrawal 
of Aurelianus we disappeared from sight in the forests and 
hiding-places like a river under the earth, remaining there 
2



LUPU’S THEORY

for some ten centuries and leaving the Magyars to secure 
undisturbed possession of the unoccupied territories of Pan- 
nonia and Transylvania” (“Curentul” , September 29th., 1941). 
This is therefore, to the national pride of present-day 
Rumania, a weak point even in the Daco-Rumanian myth; 
this is the thousand-years’ ‘ ‘vita abscondita” , the obscurity of 
which is still further aggravated by the profound silence of 
the historical sources —  what the French historian, Ferdinand 
Lot, describes so aptly as “ le mutisme des sources” . (Lot's 
anti-continuity statement published in “Les invasions bar- 
bares” —  Paris, 1937 —  aroused such a storm of indignation 
among the Rumanians that G. Bratianu at once wrote a whole 
volume in reply, the book having, so we are told, exercised 
a certain influence on M. Lot.)

Lupus conception, therefore, — this is a point on which 
we would lay particular emphasis —  derives, not from con
siderations of a scientific nature, but from purely sentimental 
motives; and as a consequence it is characterized by every
thing except just that very lofty objectivity which even Jorga 
has defined as the sine qua non —  at least in theory —  of 
every historian. The whole article was therefore written solely 
for the purpose of dissipating a single disagreable impression; 
and later on Lupu adheres to the exclusively sentimental 
attitude when, in order to make people forget the obscurity 
of the “vita abscondita” theory, and by way of offering an 
exaggerated compensation, he goes to the opposite extreme, 
allotting to the ancient living-space of the Rumanians, not 
only the Balkans, but also Pannonia, Dacia and the Ukraine. 
The picture of a nameless and “traditionless" past is there
fore, by the help of a wonderful transformation scene, 
suddenly converted into a brilliant vista showing a gigantic 
original homeland.

How was this conjuring trick done?
As in the case of all theories relating to the origin of 

the Rumanians, the connecting link is once more the undeni
ably Latin character of the Rumanian language. Although 
it is not possible unreservedly to assert that “ the Latin syntax 
lias remained in the case of the Rumanians only, whereas 
it has disappeared in that of the French, Italians, etc.” , it
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is certainly true that the structure and vocabulary of Ruman
ian are fairly akin to those of Latin, though it must be 
remembered that this Latin foundation was considerably 
modified by the decisive influence of the Balkan past and 
above all by the prae-Latin substratum which is the linguistic 
representative of that past. Lupu, however, completely ignor
ing the view expressed by .Weigand to the effect that, though 
certainly neo-Latin in character, the Rumanian language is 
nevertheless a typical “Balkansprache" (Balkan language), 
prefers to refer to the authority of Miron Coston, the eminent 
Moldavian chronicler, whose conception of the origin of the 
Rumanians —  as is well known —  was formulated (clearly 
enough) already in the seventeenth century under the influ
ence, not so much of Polish as of Hungarian humanists, it 
is gratifying to be able to record the fact that Lupu himself 
has afforded —  though perhaps involuntarily —  striking 
evidence of this early reciprocal influence of Hungarian 
science. He quotes the following passages from Miron Coston:

“It is strange that the language of the Moldavians and 
Wallachians should contain more Roman words than the 
language of the Italians, though the latter still live where 
the Romans did ..

It is indeed true that in connection with this statement 
Lupu notes that the Moldavian chronicler had based his 
opinion upon some authority of the name of “Cavafiu"; but 
he probably does not even guess that this strange-looking 
name is a disguised form of that of Farkas Kovacsoczy, 
the distinguished Chancellor of Transylvania, whose opinion 
as stated above was communicated to the Rumanians of 
Moldavia and later on to the Rumanians of Transylvania 
whose national consciousness was then awakening, by 
Laurence Toppeltin, the Saxon historian of Medgyes most 
frequently cited as his authority by the Moldavian chronicler. 
That is why we find —  in the preface to the “Lexicon 
Budense”, the first really important Rumanian dictionary to 
appear in print, the Latin original of the said statement:

“Covacius observavit, vernaculum istorum sermonem plus 
fere in se habere Romani et Latini sermonis, quam praesens 
Italorum lingua.”
4
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We see, therefore, that the Rumanians are not in a 
position even today to say anything more convincing about 
the Latin character of their language than what is nothing 
more or less than a faithful reproduction of views conceived 
by old Hungarian humanistic thinkers who enthusiastically 
welcomed the presence of all remains of antiquity.

But it looks as if Dr. Lupu had fallen into a logical 
trap when he on the one hand denies the intermingling of 
Dacians and Romans and on the other hand attempts to 
prove the Latin character of the Rumanian language by the 
aid of somewhat musty arguments dating from the seven
teenth century. Is not Lupu's pragmatism rendered even 
more problematical by the circumstance that —  like the 
Hungarian Louis Tamas —  he categorically denies the decis
ive importance of the Romanization of Dacia as a factor in 
the development of the Rumanian people? In his opinion too 
“the story of the Romanization of Dacia during the course 

of a century and half by three "Italic" legions composed of 
entirely heterogeneous elements, is a mere myth and an 
absurd phenomenon which could never have come into being.” 
This statement contains a certain contradiction. The term 
“ Italic" as applied to the period of Roman expansion denotes 
ethnic elements originating from Italy itself —  as, for instance, 
the bulk of the Roman inhabitants of Pannonia. On the other 
hand, a legion composed of elements ethnically heterogeneous 
— i. e. of barbarian origin, and non-Italic —• could not 
possibly be described as “ Italic” !! Errors of the kind are 
however of very frequent occurrence in Lupu's muddled 
text. All this tallies so completely with our present know
ledge of the facts that we should almost regard it as a mark 
of cautious judgement, were we not suddenly faced with a 
“deus ex machina” in the form of an unexpected “brilliant 
idea” calculated apparently to bridge over every difficulty 
and dissipate all doubts. Now this “ brillant idea” —  which is 
novel only in so far as the exhumation of a long exploded 
original idea naturally takes us completely by surprise —  is 
simply that the development of the Rumanian people did 
not need the assistance of any Romanianization, seeing that the 
Dacians, the most powerful people in South-Eastern Europe, 
already spoke Latin or rather “First Latin" —  i. e. a language
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older than classical Latin from which —  after the withdrawal 
of the “ Italians" from the Danube Basin — the language of 
Rome originated. On the present occasion we will refrain 
from discussing in detail this strange Indo-Germanic 
derivation, confining ourselves to reminding our readers that 
at one end of the “historical deduction" to be found (in 
translation) on p. 95 of the March issue of the “ Kisebbsegi 
Kdrlevel” we find the Flood, at the other end there figures 
Nicolae Densusianu, an otherwise reputable Rumanian 
linguist who has only written one single poor work —  the book 
entitled "Dacia preistorica” , to which Lupu assigns the 
authority of Holy W rit. . .

This is, in brief, the theory put forward by Lupu, which 
is a peculiar “patchwork" compromise: while on the one 
hand acknowledging the similarity of the Rumanian to the 
Latin language, Lupu on the other hand explains the 
phenomenon, not as the result of direct descent, but as due 
to Rumanian having been the parent vernacular. He simply 
believes the Dacian and Thraco-Illyrian languages to be 
regarded as “Proto-Rumanian” to have been more ancient 
than Latin, thus arriving at his thesis, the two cardinal points 
of which are the following:

1. The Roman inheritance, though certainly a great one, 
is not older or nobler than that of our ancestors:

2. We are of the great peoples who constitute Europe.
And that brings us to the pivotal section of our reply -i—

which may also be summed up under two heads:—
1. Can the Dacian language be identified with “Proto- 

Latin” ?
2. Is there really any connection between the Rumanians 

and the Daco-Thraco-Illyrian group of peoples —  practic
ally all the “prae-Latin" peoples of South-Eastern Europe?

As for the first question, a general answer has already 
been given by I. Boldur and G. Popa-Lisseanu, though their 
contributions to the discussion are also not entirely exempt 
from national prepossession. In the first place, it is absolutely 
indubitable that there is comparatively very little direct 
evidence relating to the Dacian language, for which reason 
there are unlimited opportunities to hand for the exercise
6
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of fantastic imagination. It is however absolutely certain that 
the only connection existing between the Dacian and the Latin 
languages is that they were both offshoots of the same Indo- 
Germanic parent language; and there was just as certainly 
no closer connection within the framework of this family of 
languages between the group of "Italic" languages and that 
of the Thracian peoples to which the Dacians too most 
certainly belonged. Not even Lupu questions the fact that the 
Getae were a branch of the Thracians; and, if we accept this 
fact, there is no denying either that the Dacians too must be 
regarded as having spoken a language akin to the Thracian 
(probably a Thracian dialect), classical authorities, as is well 
known, informing us that the Dacians and the Getae spoke 
one and the same language. That is the opinion of
Kretschmer, who states that "we may be certain that the
Dacians were, from a linguistic point of view, closely related 
to the Thracians. This is attested, not only by quotations 
from Strabo, but also by the entire system of Dacians names.” 
Kretschmer adds that “ the Dacian language was closely 
related to the Tracian, differing from it at most only 
dialectically" (f. G. Dottin: “Les anciens peuples de
l’Europe” , Paris, 1916, p. 157). It is the opinion also 
of Tomaschek, the pioneer of the exhaustive study of 
Thracian conditions ( “ Die alien Tbroker”  Proceedings of 
the Academy, Vienna, CXXVIII.). All these opinions are 
based direct upon classical authorities. According to
Strabo (VII., 305) “the Dacians and the Getae spoke the 
same language” ; according to Justinianus (“Daci quoque 
suboles Getarum": XXXII., 3, 16) the two kindred peoples 
were branches of the same stock, while Appianus categoric
ally declares that the only difference between the two 
peoples was that the trans-Ister (trans-Danubian) Getae 
were called Dacians (Prooem., 4). Thus, if Lupu were really 
anxious to prove the First Latin character of the Dacian 
language, —  a theory actually credited by Bratescu-Voinesti, 
the eminent novelist, too (whose views on the question have 
been discussed by Puszta-Popovics in “Kisebbsegi Korlevel” , 
1942, pp. 302 ff.).W e would add, however, that, despite the 
enthusiasm with which the distinguished novelist, who to the 
best of our knowledge has never so far displayed any activity
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either a6 a philologist or as an archaeologist, sponsors Lupu's 
opinion, in the end he cautiouslly adds that he “is prepared 
to renounce this theory in the event of decisive evidence 
being adduced to prove that he is wrong" Dr. Lupu would 
first have to offer an entirely novel interpretation of the 
authors cited and undertake to prove the identity with Latin, 
not only of Dacian, but also of the Thracian language and 
all its dialects. It cannot of course be a matter of indifference 
that to do so the good doctor would have to “beard” the 
opinions of such world-famed authorities as, for instance, 
Kretschmer and Tomaschek.

But perhaps it may be objected that, even though Dacian 
was not originally identical with Latin, it may be possible 
to suppose that the process of Romanization began in Dacia 
already at a period prior to the Roman conquest, the result 
being that the Dacian lenguage became saturated with Latin 
words as did, at a much later period, Albanian, another 
offshoot of Illyro-Thracian?

Unfortunately we cannot admit that there are any serious 
grounds for this supposition either. For however intensive 
the reputed “pre-Conquest” Latin influence may have been 
(an influence the existence of which is rendered extremely 
improbable owing to the well-known Daco-Roman antago
nism!!), it is not very likely that this superstratum of loan
words would have changed the whole character of the 
language. Despite the infiltration into Albanian of a very 
large number of Latin words and the absorption by Rumanian 
at a later period of a considerable number of Slav elements, 
Albanian was not converted structurally into Latin, nor did 
the structure of the Rumanian language become thoroughly 
or seriously slavized. Therefore, if the Rumanian language 
were really not a mere "vulgar” form of Latin, but the 
descendant of Dacian, it would probably (as a consequence 
of kinship with the Illyro-Thracian tongue) be very similar 
to Albanian, but not to Latin, and would be at bottom an 
isolated linguistic “flotsam" like Basque, a late decendant 
of the once widely-spoken Iberian language. And this 
hypothetical Rumanian language would hardly contain any 
first Latin elements; a few elements of the old Dacian 
language are known to us (e. g. the word skalme “sword",
8
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which has been preserved in its ancient Greek transcription 
and would appear to be identical with the early Scandinavian 
word skalm), but not a single one of the alleged Latin 
loan-words has come down to us. The few words that may 
with absolute certainty be regarded as Dacian all tally rather 
with words found in Albanian, the Baltic languages and other 
Indo-Germanic groups, —  there being practically none 
traceable to a Latin origin!! The name of the Dacian tribe
—  the “ Carps”, who gave their name to the Carpathian 
mountains —  cannot possibly be explained by the help of 
Latin; but the Albanian word for cliff (“karp'e”) immediately 
explains its origin (v. Ebert, “Reallexikon der Vorge- 
schichte”, XIII., p. 289). One part of the Roman province 
of Dacia was called ,,Dacia Maluensis” : this strange epithet 
cannot be explained by reference to Latin, but its explanation 
is found naturally in the Albanian word mal ("mountain": 
a word evidently akin to the Lettish word mala “em
bankment"). Though in this case the Rumanian word mal 
(“embankment” ) may also be taken into account, it is 
nevertheless —  in view of the arguments to be adduced below
—  quite certain that the Rumanian word originated from in
tercourse between the Albanians and the Rumanians, —  i. e. 
from a later stage of development in the Balkans.

Lupu’s delusions respecting the Dacian language are 
particularly incomprehensible in view of the fact that recently 
there have been published by Rumanians works which make 
it comparatively easy to find ones way in this maze of 
researches. Had he only glanced at Iorga's last great 
synthesis. Lupu would have been able to realize that a 
language in which the name for a fox —  an animal amployed 
also as a totem —  is bassara and that for a community or 
burgh para, dava or possibly bria, cannot possibly be 
described as Latin!! (v. in this connection Iorga, “Histoire 
des Roumains’’, Bucharest, 1937, I., pp. 113 ff.). Nor should 
we be surprised to learn that Lupu was familiar with the 
voluminous history of the Rumanian language by A. Rosetti, 
the eminent authority on the Romance languages who is 
professor in Bucharest University, —  a work now appearing- 
in the second volume of which there is a separate chapter 
dealing with the few indisputable remains, not of course of
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the Dacian, but — more correctly — of the Thracian language. 
W e are once more met by the same situation as above: the 
Thracian and Dacian words and proper names can be pareT 
leled, not by Latin words, but in the best case by Albanian 
elements. The name of the Balkan Thracian province Dar- 
dania contains a root corresponding to the Albanian word for 
pear (dardhe); the name of Dalmatia reminds us of the Alba
nian word for sheep (delmje): while in the name of the
Rumanian river and county Buzdu we may be able to trace 
the influence of the same Thracian proper name —  " Byzas”
—  as is usually connected with the name of Byzantium . . . 
(v. Rosetti, “Istoria limbii romane” , II. “ Limbile balcanice”, 
Bucharest, 1938, pp. 50— 52).

All that has been said above is evidence in refutation of 
the correctness of the view put forward by Lupu; and we 
shall probably not be far wrong in believing that his attempt 
to prove the identity of Dacian and Latin is not likely ever 
to rouse an echo, —  or at least only among persons who 
like Lupu himself, are capable of trying to discover in the 
final syllable of the name Decebal the same “Phoenician” 
element as in the name of the town of Balcik on the Black 
Sea . . This disillusioningly dilettantish attempt at comparison 
throws a glaring light on the sciolism characterizing Lupu’s 
endeavour to tackle the solution of a complicated philological 
and historical problem; for it is a well-known fact that the 
meaning of the name Decebal is probably “Dacian Chieftain’, 
that name not containing any element that may be brought 
into connection with the modern name of the town of Balcik, 
which in classical times was known as Dionysopolis. The nam,8 
Balcik is manifestly of Turkish origin (cf. the Osmanli word 
balchiq "clay” , “wet clay", “plaster" etc.). We need not, 
then, waste any space discussing the origin of the name Arad 
(also taken as of "Phoenician" origin), which Lupu similarly 
brings into connection with the Dacian of his imagination,
—  though he does not say exactly which Rumanian place- 
name he has in mind (surely not the name of the town of 
Arad, which is undoubtedly of Magyar origin and was 
formerly Orod, being derived from the Magyar word ur 
"master, or gentleman” ?).

The truth is, therefore, that, if the Rumanian language
10
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derives directly from Dacian, it could not possibly be Latin 
in character to such a measure as it is today and as we know 
is to have been in every phase of its history. It is, however, 
a fact that in the older Rumanian vocabulary we find a 
considerable number of words which are neither Latin nor 
Slav in origin, or which have really nothing in common with 
the First Latin of the peoples of South-Eastern Europe. 
These so-called “Balkanworter” (Balkan words) relate to 
the occuption of sheep-farming and to the everyday ideas 
incidental to a life in the open, and are therefore in perfect 
agreement with the descriptions of the ancient culture of 
the Rumanians given by other branches of science, —  e. g. 
by history and ethnography. According to Rosetti, Capidan 
and other eminent Rumanian linguists, early words of the 
kind are the following:—

Bad “ old shepheard, cheese-maker” (cf. Albanian 
bats “ elder brother, bachelor"); balegd “manure” (cf.
Albanian bagelje “cow and horse dung"); barzd “stork” 
(cf. Albanian barth “white” ) ; based “wool” (cf. Alba
nian baske “ fleece” ) ; brad “pine" (cf. Albanian breth 
“ fir” ); briu “belt” (cf. Albanian bres, brez “ girdle” ; 
bucurie “pleasure” (cf. Albanian bukure “beautiful” ) ; 
buzd "lip” (cf. Albanian buze) catun “ shepherd's homestead” 
(cf. Albanian katunt “ district, town, village” ); fluer 
“ flute” (cf. Albanian fljofjjere  "flute, pipe” ); murg 
“brown” (cf. Albanian murk, murgu “dark, black, grey” ) ; 
strunga “ fold” (cf. Albanian shtrunge “part of fold in 
which goats are milked” ); tap “ ram" (cf. Albanian tsap 
“he-goat” ) ; tare “ fold” (cf. Albanian thark “hurdle, 
fold").

This very considerable stock of words, combined with 
common expressions, common peculiarities of accidence (e. g. 
post-fixed article) and the Latin elements which have passed 
through a similar development of meaning (e. g. Latin con
vent um; Rumanian cuvant, Albanian kuvend “word, speech"), 
denotes a connection between early Rumanian and Albanian 
of so intimate a character that it can only have been the 
result of prolonged and intensive intercourse and indeed 
symbiosis. The correspondences are so natural that it is only 
in a few cases that they may be trased to an early common
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source (i. e. to Balkan Thracian), —  e. g. in the case of 
"briu ’, the corresponding word in Albanian shows a suffix 
not existing in Rumanian. The bulk of the words enumerated 
above, on the other hand, are striking evidence of Albanian- 
Rumanian symbiosis in the Balkans, proving also that the 
historical framework of this symbiosis was supplied, not by 
any gigantically proportioned ancient State formation, but by 
the far more modest conditions of pastoral life.

Now, seeing that the early Albanians who were in contact 
with the early Rumanians must be placed in the Balkan 
Peninsula; quite recently the historian G. Stadtmiil- 
ler located the original homeland of the Albanians in the 
northern part of present-day Albania, in the Mati moun
tains (cf. Archivum Europae Centro-Orientalis, VII.). The 
only prae-Latin substratum which can possibly claim consi
deration in connection with the common stock of words is 
that found in the branches of the Thracian language spoken 
south of the Danube. The languages of the Moesi, Ordysae. 
Triballi and Dardani must all be presumed to have contribu
ted something to early Rumanian, —  only not that of those 
Dacians to whom Lupu is so fond of referring. For it is a 
well-known fact —  and a fact illustrated most strikingly by 
Andrew Alfoldi in the fine monograph recently published 
in Italian (“ Dacians and Rumanians” , Budapest, 1941.)
— that when they conquered Dacia the Romans practically 
exterminated the recalcitrant Dacians, so that there cannot 
possibly have been any Dacian substratum left in the period 
of the Roman Conquest even in the territory of present-day 
Transylvania. One of Andrew Alfoldi's most capable students, 
Andrew Kerenyi, has on the basis of an investigation of 
Dacian proper names come to the same conclusion; there are 
thousands of Roman names dating from the days of the 
Empire, but barely a score or two of proper names of native 
origin, —  those too being all names evidently pointing to 
their having originated south of the Danube, so that those who 
originally bore them must certainly have been Southern 
Thracians who had migrated to Dacia. And, in conclusion
—  once more in connection with the much-discussed Dacian 
language —  let us effer another piece of linguistic evidence:

The Rumanian word for “pea” is mazdre, —  originally
12
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perhaps mazire, if we may accept as decisive the evidence 
of the Macedo-Rumanian word madzire. This word betrays 
kinship, not with any Latin word, but indisputably with the 
Albanian word modhulle, which also means "pea". In the 
present case we are fortunately acquainted also with a Dacian 
plantname of a similar sound —  which written in the Greek 
way reads roughly midzela. Were the non-Latin elements at 
least of the Rumanian language of Dacian origin, we should 
be entitled to expect the phonetic form of the Dacian plant- 
name which has been accidentally preserved to tally exactly 
with what may be supposed is the oldest Rumanian form. We 
see, however, that that is not so: not only because the i-e-a 
vocalism of the Dacian word differs entirely from the a-i-a 
vocalism of the Rumanian and from the o-u-e vocalism of the 
Albanian word, but also because the Dacian word is the name 
of an entirely different kind of plant —  "thyme” (v. Rosetti, 
op. cit., p. 105, and A. Detschew, „Die dakischen Pflan- 
zennamen’. Sofia, 1928. p. 30.).

In the light of objective research, therefore, there is not 
a scrap of evidence to prove the First Latin origin of the 
Dacian language, while on the other hand there is nothing 
whatsoever to prove that the Rumanians had anything to do 
with the Dacians. Dacians were not much in evidence in the 
Balkans; and the Rumanian language most certainly developed 
in the Balkan Peninsula, —  and that at a period (in the 
III—VI. centuries) when the Dacians had practically 
disappeared from the stage of history. All the talk about 
the "Decebal''-origin leads therefore to a conception which, 
though it may serve as a national myth, is scientifically 
(to use Lupus own words) a “fenomen imposibil" —  an 
impossible phenomenon which never existed at all.

The Rumanian past points so clearly and unmistakably 
to a relatively small living space in the Balkans (a living 
space which at least at the outset was undoubtedly a compact 
unit) that the conception outlined by us above is 
already making more and more headway in foreign coun
tries. Lupu too probably knows that G. Stadtmiiller, 
who by virtue of his researches relating to the original 
homeland of the Albanians is one of the greatest authorities 
on the history of the Balkan Peninsula, quite recently
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rejected the idea of the original home of the Rumanian 
people being located in Transylvania.

The Rumanians themselves, on the other hand, 
are not likely to rid themselves of the mythomania envelop
ing the whole expanse of their scientific life, until they 
venture finally to make up their minds to objectively 
investigate the basic facts of the development of their people. 
To acknowledge the naked truth is not humiliating, but is 
far rather evidence of a wise sobriety.

And in conslusion it should be noted also that from a 
scientific point of view Lupu’s theory must be uncondi
tionally and categorically rejected. There is nothing in it 
of a gratifying character: far from cutting the threads
connecting the Rumanian people with Latindom, it actually, 
in a paroxysm of national pride, raises to the position of 
parent of the Latin language and Latin culture the original 
Rumanian people or rather the Thraco-Dacian people which 
is alleged to be the parent stock of the Rumanians. The 
theory does not denote any advance in respect of the 
problem of Transylvanian continuity either: on the contrary, 
it rather denotes a relapse, insisting upon a continuity, no 
longer of a mere 2000, but actually of 3000 years, and 
employing ethnical conceptions which —  like the “spot of 
oil” figuring in Weigand’s simile —  veritably “ spread out” 
towards every region of South-Eastern Europe. As already 
noted in the introductory part of our present essay, the 
only positive moment in Lupu’s conception is that there are 
doubts apparently even in Rumanian minds; something is 
wrong with the Daco-Rumanian national myth! As to 
whether the Rumanians will ever advance from this state 
of doubt to a frank admission of the facts, that is a ques
tion to be decided by future development.

*
Since writing the above essay I have read a booklet by 

N. Lupu entitled Originea Romanilor, which contains only 
one single new feature -— as compared with the articles 
previously written by him: quite recently, on the basis of 
“ sensational” data supplied by a retired public official named 
Barbulescu, he “ discovered” an affinity between Rumanian- 
Dacian and Sanskrit! The etymologies are naturally
14
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without exception erroneous, no wonder! Barbulescu's sole 
authority was a Sanskrit dictionary dating from 1827. As for 
Lupu's brutal invectives against the Hungarians, all we have 
to say is that the tone employed is absolutely out of keep
ing with the cool and objective attitude which is the sine 
qua non of a scientific treatise. It may however be objected 
that no one has ever regarded Lupu's manifestoes as scien
tific treatises!
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