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E XPERTS FROM both counties have
investigated the history of Romanian-
American relations until 1918 and dur-
ing the Paris Peace Conference. Gene -
ral ly, the studies and articles on this
matter—poorly documented as they 
we re, given the limited interest of the
Uni ted States in the Romanian-inhab-
ited areas—owed much to the influence
of the Romanian emigrants, most of
them originating from Transylvania and
Bu ko vina. During the First World War,
the Romanian community in the U.S.,
along with the Serbs, the Czechs, the
Poles, the Slovaks etc., brought the Ro -
ma nian question and its issues con-
cerning the future status of the Roma -
nian community to the attention of the
American public opinion, with the sup-
port of the main daily newspapers. The
American government’s view on the fu -
ture of Austria-Hungary also raised the
interest in the aspirations of the nation-
alities under the House of Habsburg.
As to the Romanian historians, con-
cerned with the Great War and the Paris
Peace Conference, they focused more
on the period when Ion I. C. Brãtianu
led the Romanian delegation and less
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on the few months between the end of 1919 and March 1920, when Alexandru
Vaida-Voevod replaced the liberal prime minister. His memoirs and the vast
correspondence, written when the war was coming to a close and the peace treaties
were being signed, fully contributed to the clarification of some issues pertain-
ing to the history of those days and to the personal opinions of a politician belong-
ing to the former Austrian monarchy about the U.S., about President Wilson,
and about his political-diplomatic entourage.1

Before his arrival in Paris in 1919, Vaida’s opinions about the American Presi -
dent had been extremely positive, as the Fourteen Points made the Romanians’
aspirations for self-determination internationally legitimate. Along with the
Romanians, all the nationalities in the empire had very favorable reactions to
Wilson and to everything he stood for. As one of the heads of the Romanian
National Party, Vaida fully contributed to the dissemination and reception of
the American view concerning the need to take Austria-Hungary apart.

The impact of the Wilsonian doctrine in Hungary was indeed surprising. In
a meeting with an Allied mission in Budapest, Prime Minister M. Károlyi even
declared that his political platform was solely “Wilson, Wilson, Wilson.” Moreover,
the Hungarian capital was literally covered with posters bearing the picture of
the American President, while the slogan of the day was “The only peace for
Hungary is Wilsonian peace.” Certainly, the politicians in Budapest endorsed the
principles of self-determination, hoping that historical Hungary was going to
be preserved, and the Romanians, Serbs and Slovaks would still remain within
the borders of 1867. That was not the case. Budapest’s position was deter-
mined by the stance the American President took in 1917 and until mid-1918.
It was the period when the U.S. had no intention of recommending the disso-
lution of Austria-Hungary. In exchange, they suggested federalization, trialism,
or a reorganization of the dualist formula through the introduction of democratic
reforms and an extended autonomy for the provinces constituting the empire.
Furthermore, the Commission established in Washington, in charge with the
preparation of the documentation for the American delegation, repeatedly rec-
ommended the federal solution to the president and to the Department of
State. Thus, on 2 April 1917, Lansing had a meeting with a Romanian delega-
tion, where he stated that the U.S. would not support the territorial claims
leading to the dissolution of Austria-Hungary. It was only in the summer of 1918
that Wilson began to take into consideration the dissolution of the Habsburg
Monarchy, due to the contribution of the State Secretary, Robert Lansing. The
head of the American diplomacy argued in several memoranda that the preser-
vation of Austria-Hungary would not mitigate the conflicts between nationali-
ties, but would instead create instability in Central and Eastern Europe. Thus,
on 10 May 1918, he asked Wilson to publicly state his support for the dis-
memberment of the empire; on June 24 he brought up the same issue. In this
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context, the decision was made to begin an official dialogue with the emi-
grants’ associations in the U.S., as well as in England and in France.

From this perspective, a crucial important moment was the White House meet-
ing, in September 1918, with the leaders of the Serbs, Czechoslovaks, Poles
and Romanians. The talks with the president opened a dialogue that ultimately
changed the administration’s position on their aspirations to separate from Austria-
Hungary. As a matter of fact, on October 26, in Philadelphia, the emigrants orig-
inating from the empire declared their “independence.” The American Romanian
associations took part in these events, and Vasile Stoica’s contacts with Lansing,
as well as with Colonel House and William C. Bullit, etc., had a positive role
in furthering the Romanian political project.

The impact of the U.S. President’s Fourteen Points was extremely strong.
At the beginning of 1918, when he was in Vienna, Vaida-Voevod met his
friends from the political circles of the capital, whom he knew since the begin-
ning of his cooperation with Archduke Francis Ferdinand’s entourage. Milan Hodza,
Karel Stodola, Kristóffy, Juncker, Rittinger and Georg de la Pottere all took
part in these discussions. The latter, having close connections with the Imperial
Court, launched a violent statement against Wilson, accusing him that, by his
declaration, he “was obviously aiming at instigating the Slavic and non-Magyar
peoples to rebellion.”2 Georg de la Pottere also asked Vaida and the other nation-
al representatives not to welcome the ideas promoted by the U.S. President in
his Declaration. Vaida’s answer was negative. Moreover, Rittinger, a Swabian
from Banat serving as an officer in the Imperial Army, asked for their support
in order to write to Wilson about the Transylvanian Swabians’ problem and their
right to support the political project foreshadowing the dissolution of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire. Juncker, a pro-imperial Viennese journalist, was also try-
ing to persuade Vaida that, on behalf of the Romanian National Party’s leader-
ship, the Romanians should draw up an answer that he promised to publish in
the newspaper. He received the same negative answer: “Dear editor, you will
see for yourself that you will face a unanimous refusal.”3

The political-military events of 1918 and the beginning of the dissolution
of the empire in the fall of the same year confirmed the Romanian commit-
ment to the Wilsonian principles. On October 12, the Romanian National
Par ty leaders held a meeting in the house of Aurel Lazãr, a lawyer from Oradea.
On this occasion, in the context of the Fourteen Points, they discussed a draft
of the Self-Determination Declaration of the Romanians in Transylvania, drawn
up by Vaida. The latter, in his capacity as a member of the Budapest Parliament,
was going to present it publicly during the session of the Hungarian assembly.
There were fears concerning a possible violent attack against him. This is what
Vaida declared about this possibility in a discussion with the journalist Jenø Rudas:

ˆ
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“Please, tell them that I shall kiss the hand of the one who hits me first, for
then I shall be certain that on the next day Wilson will have my declaration on
his table.”4

On October 18, Vaida read the Declaration, obviously received with hostili-
ty by the Hungarian members of the Parliament. His speech praised the merits
of the U.S. President. After this major event anticipating the union of the Ro -
ma nians in Hungary with Romania, he left for Vienna, eager to see that the
Declaration reached the White House. He therefore made use of his relations
with the Czechs, especially with one of their leaders, Stanek, well known for
his connections with the United States. Shortly afterwards, Vaida’s text reached
the Department of State. Following the Romanian decision and the dialogue with
the representatives of the Romanian community in the U.S., the Department
of State made public its position to support Romania at the upcoming Peace
Conference in Paris.

The speech delivered by Vaida in the Budapest Parliament, bearing the mark
of Wilsonianism, had a particular echo in Washington. Inspired both by the U.S.
President’s principles and by the self-determination tradition of the Romanian
national movement, it played a very important role in the decision of the American
administration with regard to the union of Transylvania with Romania. On 1
November 1918, the Declaration and Vaida’s speech reached the White House.
A few days later, on November 5, the U.S. government publicly declared its sup-
port for the Romanian aspirations.5 The two documents drew the American
experts’ attention on Vaida. Their publication, with positive comments, in The
New Europe, under a suggestive title, “The Wilsonian Spirit in Budapest,” also
had a contribution, being a tacit recognition of Vaida’s affiliation to the Wilsonian
doctrine. Furthermore, the two documents were also published on 7 November
1918 in the official journal—Daily Review of the Foreign Press, Enemy Press Supp -
lement—edited by the Department of State. As a matter of fact, the same jour-
nal published other political documents of the Romanian political leaders in
Transylvania (declarations of the Romanian National Council concerning the
negotiations with Oszkár Jászi in Arad, etc.).

Vaida’s political destiny was influenced by his appointment as head of the for-
eign relations department of the Ruling Council, set up by the National Assembly’s
Decision of 1 December 1918. This institution stood for a provisional govern-
ment whose mission was to prepare the union of Transylvania with Romania,
under Iuliu Maniu’s presidency. It was in this capacity that Vaida took part as a
member of the Romanian delegation to the Paris Peace Conference.

He talked to Maniu about his position and mandate within the delegation,
which were determined, on the short term, by the information received from
Viorel V. Tilea, Ioan Raþiu’s nephew, who was in Geneva at the beginning of
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1919. There he met the American professor Herron, who had chaired the Congress
of Central European Nationalities.6 Herron, who had close connections with the
White House, suggested to him that Romania should invite U.S. expert teams
to Transylvania in order to directly assess the interethnic relations there. Tilea was
recommended by the American emissary to the U.S. ambassador in Paris, with
the request that the latter, in his turn, should introduce him to Colonel House,
President Wilson’s closest adviser. Tilea’s contact with Herron, followed by the
meeting with a leader of the Republican Party, contributed to the outlining of
an informal mandate for the talks Vaida was going to have with the U.S. dele-
gation in Paris. First and foremost, he was suggested to strongly support Wilson’s
project to create the League of Nations, to facilitate a visit to Transylvania by
American experts and journalists and, last but not least, to have a Transylvanian
Romanian appointed as a member of the Romanian delegation. Due to Maniu’s
intervention, as well as to the acceptance of his proposal by Brãtianu, Vaida went
to Paris on 9 February 1919. From the very beginning, his relations with the
Romanian prime minister were good. This is proved by his memoirs and his cor-
respondence with Maniu. In his turn, Brãtianu knew Vaida very well, ever since
the turn of the century, and he had benefited from his expertise on Romania’s
relations with Austria-Hungary. Moreover, he knew that in case a Hungarian del-
egation had been summoned to Paris, Vaida’s role would have become very impor-
tant. Besides, due to his former relations with the national politicians, now
present in Paris as future heads of states, allowed Vaida to play a key role in shap-
ing common positions with regard to the issues debated during the confer-
ence. Perhaps of utmost importance for the relations with the Americans was the
fact that, in the fall of 1918, he was seen as a supporter of the Wilsonian prin-
ciples. The chance of taking part in an important international event was not lim-
ited to his involvement in the political dialogue. To him, it was a true high-
level political school, which left an imprint on his personality and contributed
to his subsequent activity as prime minister, minister and member of the Parliament.

Shortly after reaching the capital of France, he shared with Maniu his opin-
ions about the American president, this time from a new position. In several
reports sent by Vaida to Maniu, Wilson’s personality is described in a positive
manner, despite the occasional critical remarks. Even if he was the head of the
Romanian delegation, Vaida could not meet with the U.S. president, but he
followed attentively his position during the sessions and he intently listened to
the opinions of other politicians and experts present in Paris in 1919.

The international recognition of the Romanian legitimate aspirations for self-
determination and the U.S. position expressed by President Wilson generally
shaped his opinion about the American president, whom he admired, just like
the other representatives of the peoples of Central and Eastern Europe. Shortly
after his arrival in Paris, Vaida noticed Wilson’s influence during the sessions of
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the Supreme Council: “The representatives of the European states refrain from
speaking, in order not to upset Wilson.”7 Besides, he quickly became aware of
the U.S. approach: “The Americans see everything from a humanitarian and sen-
timental perspective.” The same subtle observer seemed impressed by the pres-
ident: “He speaks with much effective power. Nice tone, gentle gestures, an expres-
sion that changes according to the presented idea, always preserving the mask
of the honest man, all his spiritual remarks fascinate the listeners.” He thought
Wilson to be an “experienced” and “virtuous” politician, a “fanatic of his gen-
erous ideas.”8 He also praised the American president in his discussions with other
important members of the American delegation. Thus, during a meeting with
one of Wilson’s counselors, Vaida considered him irreplaceable for the peoples
in Central and Eastern Europe, who perceived him as “a demigod.” At the sa -
me time, he also noticed that Wilson’s prestige had started to erode. Therefore,
he confessed his concern, since he saw in the American president “the illusions
and the belief in ideals the multitudes cannot live without”9 (04.07.1919). He
seemed annoyed by the fact that “he was inaccessible” to the Romanian dele-
gation and also fairly reserved due to Brãtianu’s resistance on the issue of Banat
and of the relations with Hungary. In order get closer to Wilson, he tried to
persuade Brãtianu to agree that the University of Bucharest should grant an hon-
orary title to the American president. The prime minister’s answer was clear:
“First, let’s see how he acts with regard to our issue.”10

An important problem noted by Vaida on several occasions was the difficul-
ty of initiating a dialogue with the United States, as well as with the other European
powers, on the situation in the former Austro-Hungarian Empire. To him, the
dismemberment of the Dual Monarchy “was due neither to the discernment, nor
to the understanding or the provisions of the Great Ones”; he thus suggested
that its breakup was the work of nationalities, as it represented the only real prem-
ise that would allow them to make decisions on their future. He thought that
most of the delegates at the Peace Conference did not know the complex reali-
ty of that moment. He remarked that “they were groping” in “the Austrian maze,”
while in the Hungarian one “they couldn’t even try to find their way, being blind-
ed by the Liberal colors.”11 The truth is that former politicians from Austria-
Hungary, alongside their colleagues from the states that had existed even before
1914, were members of the Central and Eastern European delegations at the
Peace Conference. That was the case of Romania, Serbia and Italy. Those com-
ing from the former empire, like Vaida, had a different political culture, a dif-
ferent experience in the field. They knew the Viennese political environment, the
representatives of the Czechs and Slovaks, of the Serbs, etc. This mixture, less
visible in Romania’s case, generated a different type of discourse, which confused
to a certain degree the American delegation, who had to constantly ask for expla-
nations about various problems difficult to understand. On the one hand, there
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was suspicion in the case of some Central and Eastern European delegates,
precisely due to their political activity prior to 1918, as citizens of an enemy state:
Austria-Hungary. On the other hand, an assessment of the American position
in Paris should take into account another aspect. The breakup of the monarchy
took place at a pace that was difficult to anticipate, creating very complicated
problems, difficult to understand by the U.S. government. It was this element
that led to the prolongation of the Peace Conference and delayed decisions.

In his letters to Maniu, Vaida repeatedly complained about the frequent changes
in the political options of the American delegation. He thought they were caused
by the U.S. difficulties in understanding the Central and Eastern European men-
tality: “It is not hostility to us, but it is the sum of all these insufficiencies that
causes confusion, whose victims are the Poles, the Czechoslovaks, the Yugoslavians,
the Greeks and ourselves, as well as the Italians and the French.”12 As a matter
of fact, in his notes during the Peace Conference, especially those of January
and February 1919, when the Czechoslovak, Serbian and Romanian delega-
tions presented their claims, Wilson seemed surprised by their different plead-
ings, all based on historical arguments. The American President, a promoter of
“open diplomacy,” repeatedly stated that it was the facts that mattered in deci-
sion-making rather than the rhetoric based on the past, on agreements and secret
treaties concluded before 1918. He thought that the relations between the Balkan
countries freed from Ottoman domination not long before the war were even
more complicated. As the other heads of Western European delegations, he
was the prisoner of a cliché going about on the continent, according to which
the Balkans were a dangerous and unstable area, a source of wars, uprisings
and revolutions. An eloquent example from this perspective was the question
asked by the British Prime Minister Lloyd George whether the Croats and the
Serbs spoke the same language. 

Vaida explained that the U.S. position concerning the nationalities in the
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was caused by lack of information on the
matter. He was only partially right. He was not aware of the expert advice
given to Wilson and Lansing by academics from prestigious American univer-
sities, which made many commentators of the conference call it “the scientific
peace.” Ever since 1917, a special commission had been established in Washington,
with the purpose of preparing the documentation for the American government.
Within the team that provided the necessary information to the U.S. authori-
ties there was a small group led by Professor Charles Seymour and by Clive
Day of Yale University, who was in charge of the Romanian issue. Among the
works used by this team were the books of Emmanuel de Martonne, La Tran -
syl vanie, and of William Howell Reed, The Romanian People, etc. Surprising
was the presence among these books of the famous “Response” of Aurel C.



Popovici, published in 1892 and which had caused a big political scandal in
Hungary, having as a result the author’s sentencing to four years in prison.13
Of course, Clive Day and Charles Seymour followed the political and military
events that occurred in Romania and in Transylvania in 1918. During the con-
ference, they supported the Romanians’ aspirations, contributing to the U.S. del-
egation’s decisions concerning the setting of Romania’s borders with Hungary
and Serbia. The creation of the Territorial Commission for Romania, where
the U.S. was represented by Allen Dulles, caused an “outburst” of publica-
tions, press campaigns, books and brochures, missions sent to our country, a rich
and valuable literature printed both in French and in English. The Romanians’
lobby in important daily newspapers of the time in Paris, London, Geneva and
the U.S. also had a significant contribution. Faced with a deluge of informa-
tion, hard to assimilate due to the time pressure, the Americans decided, fol-
lowing Wilson’s instructions, to collaborate with the British experts, who had
a deeper understanding of Central and Eastern European issues. In this con-
text, we cannot ignore Vaida’s discussions with Allen Dulles, due to the posi-
tion of the former as American ambassador to Switzerland.

Vaida talked on several occasions to the U.S. representative in the Territorial
Commission for Romania. Initially, the discussions focused on the border with
Serbia, which also had a bearing on the Romanian-American relations. During
his talks with Dulles, Vaida expressed his discontent regarding the attitude of the
American mission to Banat, who “did not study the documents sent by the
Romanian delegation” and did not listen to the views of the Romanians in
that province.14 He pointed out the way the Great Powers had solved the Romanian-
Serbian litigation, which, in his opinion, “excluded the possibility of a peace
between us and the Yugoslavs.” Dulles answered him that “time would make
us comfortable with it and help us reach an agreement.”15 In exchange, Vaida
asked for the United States to act as a mediator between the two countries. At
that time, Serbia was claiming the entire region of Banat.

In a tense moment of the Romanian-American relations, Vaida decided to
write to the American president,16 seeking to revive the dialogue between the two
countries: “Since they learned the high principles you stated in the Fourteen
Points, the Romanian people of Transylvania have worshipped your eminent per-
sonality as the prophet of the days to come.” Vaida explained that the Program
launched on 1 December 1918 in Alba lulia was based on these principles. He
also attached to his letter the Declaration he presented in the Hungarian Parliament
on 18 October 1918. It was not by chance that he included the two docu-
ments, at a time when the issue of the national and confessional minorities was
being discussed more and more in Paris.
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T HE RELATIONS with Hungary was another issue that required Vaida’s longer
involvement, as a member of the Romanian delegation in Paris and
then as prime minister.

Brãtianu’s firm position not to include in the treaties with Austria and Hungary
some articles concerning the protection of minorities worsened the disputes with
the representatives of the Great Powers. After his meeting with Queen Mary in
March 1919, the U.S. president tried to persuade the Romanian prime minis-
ter that it was not their intention to interfere in Romania’s internal affairs. Moreover,
in an official letter sent to the head of the Romanian delegation, Wilson stated
that national minorities inhabited the territories of the successor states, which led
to a decision to include provisions guaranteeing their rights in the respective texts.
This was the only condition that would have entitled the Great Powers to offer
protection to the new states; otherwise, a policy against minorities was going
to make relations between them unstable: “He cannot go back home and inform
the American people that the peace treaties were not permanent because the Allied
states had refused to accept the treaties.”17 Moreover, the president was clearly
asserting that the U.S. would no longer send troops to Europe to enforce the
implementation of the agreements. Wilson brought to the attention of the
Romanian delegation the fact that any state that would try to make territorial
revisions after the conclusion of the Peace Conference would automatically
place itself in a position described as “dangerous.” In his answer, Brãtianu once
again refused the U.S. proposal, complaining about the discriminatory treatment
to which Romania was subjected.

In this context, being aware of the Americans’ sensitivity to this issue, Vaida
proposed to Maniu and to other Romanian politicians that the Bucharest Parliament
should start discussing a status of the national minorities based on the Resolution
of the Great National Assembly gathered in Alba Iulia on 1 December 1918: reli-
gious autonomy, the minorities’ right to have their own elementary schools finan-
cially supported by the Romanian state, financial support given to the denomi-
nations, the right to use the mother tongue in lower courts, confessional schools
etc. It was a project which, in his opinion, would have put an end to the Americans’
suspicions and would present them with strong facts, difficult to challenge. He
knew very well that the politicians in the U.S. delegation trusted this kind of con-
crete solutions. Discussed in Paris and then in London, his proposals were well
received, contributing to his acceptance as a partner in dialogue both by the
representatives of the Washington administration and of other governments. Polk
accepted the removal of two articles from the respective treaties. This did not
mean that Vaida was less intransigent on other issues he would face as the head
of the Romanian delegation to the Peace Conference. His opinions concerning
the status of minorities and religious denominations stemmed from a truth acknowl-
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edged by the Transylvanian Romanian political leaders: “We are not allowed to
do any injustice, but we must avoid committing suicide by granting privileges.”18
His considerations regarding these issues bore the imprint of the American posi-
tion at the Conference in Paris and then in London, which he had accepted.

The Romanian military intervention in Hungary, led at that time by a Bolshevik
government headed by Béla Kun, and the occupation of Budapest by the Romanian
army constituted a major event that affected Romanian-American relations. Both
Wilson and other members of the American delegation thought that the Romanian
offensive was the main cause behind the support given to the Kun government
even by the Hungarian conservative forces. Kun’s communism had turned into
a patriotic message to Hungary. The American opinion was not shared by France
and Italy, which supported the Romanian intervention. Vaida embraced Brãtianu’s
position and repeatedly justified the decision to occupy Budapest and over-
throw Béla Kun. Moreover, both Wilson and Lloyd George were certain that the
Romanian intervention was nothing more than an attempt to seize more terri-
tory from Hungary. Romanian-American relations became so tense that an Anglo-
American proposal was made to exclude Romania from the Peace Conference.
In exchange, France and Italy, wary of the Anglo-American accusations, proposed
another hearing of Brãtianu by the four Great Powers. On this occasion, Wilson
adopted a balanced position and confined his remarks to his discontent with
the advance of the Romanian troops. He accused Brãtianu that his position
had endangered “the equitable division of the Habsburg Monarchy.”19 The prime
minister once again mentioned the misinformation which had caused the unprece-
dented diplomatic pressure exerted by the four powers. He expressed his dis-
satisfaction regarding the way Romania was treated. Both Brãtianu and Vaida
were surprised by the Anglo-American position, which they simply did not under-
stand. With regard to this extremely serious issue, Vaida struggled to persuade
the U.S. delegation of the real purpose of the Romanian intervention, the ne -
cessity of overthrowing the Kun government and the danger to which Romania
was exposed due to the events in Soviet Russia. In his discussions with Allen
Dulles, Herbert Hoover and other American experts, Vaida suggested that it was
necessary to send to Transylvania expert teams in order to learn first hand the rea-
sons of the intervention.

The occupation of Budapest and the installation of a new government led
by Joseph of Habsburg created a tense relation between the two countries.
The rumors, the articles published in the international press, including the Ameri -
can one, the discussions behind the scenes of the conference, etc., also had
their contribution. They spoke about “the restoration of the Habsburgs,” about
Ro mania’s intentions to install a king belonging to the Romanian ruling fami-
ly, and finally there was the accusation in an article published in the Chicago Tribune
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concerning “a separate treaty concluded between Romania and Hungary.” There
was also a rumor about the possibility that the Romanian occupation might
become permanent.

How the U.S. delegation, among others, perceived the political situation in
the former Austro-Hungarian Empire and how the two states, Austria and Hun -
gary, were treated, were extremely important things for Vaida. This is what he
confessed to Maniu20: “They still see in Hungary and in Austria the former monar-
chy, with its whole power and prestige.” Starting from this premise, based on real
facts, Vaida, together with the other members of the Romanian delegation,
tried to prevent the restoration attempts, including the suggested confedera-
tion. The latter was considered by Romania a restoration project, aimed at bring-
ing back the former empire. In fact, even since the end of March 1919, he expressed
his concern with such a possibility: “Everything seems to confirm the news of
the Habsburgs’ return to Vienna and Budapest.”21 In August, as rumors on
this matter grew stronger, Vaida began to fear that Britain and the U.S. con-
sidered a reconfiguration of the former empire, a sort of “customs commu-
nism” or an “ersatz” state acting as a barrier against Germany and Soviet Russia.
The discussions with the American representatives quickly persuaded him that
those were only rumors without any real support.

Still, his main problem was the designation of the Archduke Joseph of Habsburg
as prime minister of Hungary. Besides the concern aroused by this appoint-
ment, this time there was also a suspicion regarding the possible involvement
of Romania, by means of the Romanian army. Nobody took into account a noto-
rious element in the archduke’s biography, which could only engender the hos-
tility of the Romanian generals, namely, that he had been commander-in-chief of
the German-Austrian-Hungarian troops at Mãrãºeºti and in other battles fought
during the war. Faced with this situation, as well as with the Romanian occu-
pation of Budapest, Vaida managed to create a feeling of solidarity among the
delegations of the former nationalities in the empire, especially the Czechoslovaks
and the Yugoslavs, in order to collectively and convincingly react to the events
in Budapest. Furthermore, Vaida had personal reasons to get involved in this cam-
paign, given his political background, well known in Paris, and his relations with
Archduke Francis Ferdinand’s entourage. The campaign launched against Joseph
of Habsburg managed to deny the rumors meant to contribute to an unfavor-
able perception of Romania. His firm position, expressed in his discussions
with Allen Dulles and Hoover, the adoption of the slogan “Pas des Habsbourgs,”
as he liked to say, had a positive and effective result. The fact that the U.S. and
the other Great Powers did not recognize Joseph of Habsburg and his govern-
ment made Vaida confess to Maniu: “I think this is perhaps my most impor-
tant achievement in Paris.”22 Two weeks after his appoinment as prime minis-
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ter, the archduke resigned. The Great Powers acknowledged the option clearly
expressed by the Romanian delegation through the voice of Vaida, hostile to
any kind of restoration.

After Brãtianu’s departure in June 1919, followed by his resignation, the
Romanian delegation faced more complicated problems and Vaida’s role became
even more important. He was seen by the other delegations, including the American
one, as “Brãtianu’s man.” The prospect of his appointment as prime minister was
not received with much enthusiasm, although he showed flexibility in approach-
ing the Romanian issues, during the autumn of 1919. On 1 and 2 December
1919 he had a very important meeting with the ambassadors of the Great Powers,
where he proved to be more convincing. He did not show Brãtianu’s intransi-
gence, which he had positively appreciated in the past,23 seeing it as an excel-
lent premise for the international recognition of Bessarabia’s union with Romania.
His appointment as prime minister, on 5 December 1919, radically changed
his status at the Peace Conference. He transferred his endeavors to London, where
he was very well received, especially by the British mass media. Unfortunately,
both Wilson and Lansing had left Europe, so his relations with the Americans
were limited to the members of the U.S. delegation. They supported Vaida’s effort
to gain international recognition for the union of Bessarabia with Romania, which
was probably his greatest success as prime minister. Vaida himself confessed
the difficulty of his mission to Maniu, at the end of October 1919: “Since I
was the only delegate and therefore ‘president’ of the Romanian delegation,
the heads of various state institutions—civil servants—came and shared all their
problems with me. I also had to write all the Conference notes.” The confu-
sion at home complicated his efforts in Paris: “I neither complain about work-
ing, nor do I fear accountability, but I would like to know in what direction
our foreign policy is heading.”24 We should not overlook his constant support
to the U.S. emigrants from Transylvania, who were returning home without 
travel documents. They had left as Austro-Hungarian citizens and they were com-
ing back as citizens of Greater Romania. Hence, confusions and problems, which
he managed to solve. In May 1920, Rattigan reported to Lord Curzon about the
political situation in Romania and presented his views on some officials in Bucharest.
His opinion about Vaida-Voevod, whom he had met in 1919 and then in London
in 1920, is worth mentioning: “On the whole, however, Vaida was a success,
especially in his dealings with foreign governments, who were favorably influ-
enced by his candor and sincerity after the experience of the tortuous methods
of Brãtianu.”25

Vaida’s relations with the U.S. representatives at the Peace Conference in Paris
have a particular significance, although not a spectacular one. What was impor-
tant was that he managed to confront, for the first time, another way of think-
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ing, the American one. Despite his background, he proved to be an experi-
enced politician who could understand the aspirations of his country and adapt
to the principles of American democracy.

q
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Abstract
Alexandru Vaida-Voevod in Paris:
His Relations with the U.S. Delegation at the Peace Conference (1919)

The issue of the Romanian-American relations until 1918 and during the Paris Peace Conference
has been in the attention of historians, but they focused mostly on Ion I. C. Brãtianu and paid
less attention to the actions of his successor at the head of the Romanian delegation in Paris,
Alexandru Vaida-Voevod. The present study discusses the latter’s attempts to improve communi-
cation with the U.S. delegates and to help clarify the situation and the position of Romania. Vaida’s
relations with the U.S. representatives at the Peace Conference in Paris have a particular signifi-
cance, in the sense that he managed to confront, for the first time, another way of thinking, the
American one. Despite his background, he proved to be an experienced politician who could under-
stand the aspirations of his country and adapt to the principles of American democracy.
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