
When the Senate of Cluj Univer 
sity had hurriedly, ahead of time and 
forced by circumstances, let the cur
tain fall over the previous academic 
year, it had also left the path open for 
those students who wished to resched
ule the classes and exams they had not 
attended. “Completion courses” and 
a “reexamination session” were to be 
introduced, as decided by the “Facul
ties’ Councils.”1 

The “reschedules” were decided by 
each individual faculty. This meant 
that the rescheduled classes would not 
all take place at the same time, much 
to the dissatisfaction of the students’ 
leader, Ion I. Moþa.2 At a meeting of 
the Petru Maior Committee on 1 Sep
tember 1923, Moþa stated the follow
ing: “The situation in Cluj is worse 
than elsewhere because our university 
authorities have decided that classes 
should start on different dates, and 
this tactic does not suit us.” (He was 
probably referring to the difficulty of 
upholding the Iaşi Congress of Dele
gates’ decision that Romanian students 
should not attend classes alongside 
Jews.) Moþa appeared to be very well 
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in formed about the firstyear medical students’ dissections program, which was 
to be resumed on Monday, 3 September. He was therefore preparing for action: 

On Sunday, at 10 a.m., we will convene the students who are in Cluj, especially the 
medical students, to an assembly. The students are going to take an oath that they 
will carry out our decisions, and I think the majority will be on our side. In the next 
meeting we will set up an activity schedule so that the guys may have something to 
work on.3 

It becomes clear that the first stage of the work plan was to take place on Monday, 
at the Faculty of Medicine, which is why a preparatory assembly was convened 
for Sunday. Subsequently, at a future meeting, the students would receive other 
assignments that would keep them in activity. The quasimilitary terms in which 
the preparation of the mission is described alternate with terms suggesting a high 
degree of familiarity (from “take an oath” and “will execute” to “so that the guys 
may have something to work on”). That is also what the results, des cribed a few 
days later by the newspapers, looked like: the work of organized thugs.

On the day he made such preparations, Moþa addressed himself (in French) 
to the secretary of the Grand Council of the League of Nations in Geneva, ask
ing him to present to this organization the petition submitted by the General 
Congress of the Delegations of All Romanian Students, which had taken place in 
Iaşi on 22–25August 1923. He had even adapted his signature: “Jean Motza.”4 
The problems of “all Romanian students,” on whose behalf he spoke, had to be 
brought to the attention of the Grand Council of the League of Nations because, 
he said, the institution had competence in this sphere! The national institutional 
limit from which a favorable answer could be expected was thus overstepped: 
the Romanian state, through its government. Hence, the next higher authority 
from which Moþa expected a resolution was the League of Nations. We do not 
know if the international institution answered him in any way, but years later 
Moþa vehemently reacted against it.5 The change in the register adopted by the 
leader of the Cluj students in one and the same day is astonishing: from staging 
an act of pure violence to requesting help from a highly respected international 
organization, to which he sent an entirely legal document, a petition.

The events that took place in the laboratories of the Institute of Anatomy on 
3 September, the Monday when dissection work was to resume, were reported 
by the local newspapers, with small differences in tone and involvement. Patria 
(The Country) tersely described the events as “further scuffles at the University”: 
“About 30 Jewish students attended the opening classes. At one point, a group 
of students armed with sticks jumped in and started a hell of a fight, the Jewish 
students being forced to rush out of the anatomy institute and seek refuge in the 
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streets, where they were followed by the Christian students.”6 As a result, the 
Police ordered the restationing of sergeants at the university’s entrances.

Other newspapers provided slightly betterinformed reports, based on sourc
es in the student environment and with a more insightful grasp of the students’ 
point of view. Înfrãþirea (The Brotherhood) knew that the “incident” had fol
lowed “in the footsteps of the Iaşi resolution,”7 and Clujul stated that the vio
lent episode was “an implementation”8 of that decision. Specifically, this was 
the resolution of the congress of delegates, which had laid down the line to be 
followed that autumn. In addition to continuing the strategy of passive resis
tance (nonattendance of classes, exams, laboratory works), the “delegates have 
decided that all students should pursue an active struggle in order to achieve 
the desired results as quickly as possible.”9 Such manifestations were therefore 
aligned with this new “active” orientation. They were meant to remind the rec
tor (and, most of all, the Jewish community) that “he has not kept his promise 
to provide corpses for dissections,”10 which is why the “approximately 25 Chris
tian students” had served (as a reminder) “an unparalleled bludgeoning to the 
Jewish students. The chase continued on the stairs of the clinics and outside, 
into the Mico and Iorga streets.”11

 The new academic year had not even begun, but the problems that had led 
to the closure of the previous year had returned. Even the measures aimed at 
rescheduling some of the courses and exams were now in jeopardy. Faced with 
new violence and challenges, the university leadership (caught in a kind of inter
regnum) reacted, trying to save the situation. The preamble of the communiqué 
announcing the measures described the state of affairs: “I, the vicerector of the 
University of Cluj, in the absence of the University Senate and motivated by the 
pressing circumstances, decide the following . . . ”12 The first point of this com
muniqué reinforced the prohibition to disturb the peaceful conduct of academic 
activity and reiterated that the guilty parties would be brought to justice. The 
second point noted that the leader of the turbulent group that had caused the 
disorder “was a former student, expelled from all Universities, who signs his 
name as President of the Student Center in Cluj, Mr. Ion I. Moþa; we therefore 
find that the student center has infringed university regulations.”13 Consequent
ly, it was decided that “the Petru Maior Student Center shall be immediately 
dissolved and the doors of the rooms assigned to it shall be sealed shut.”14 Any 
document subsequently issued by the center was to be sent to the Prosecutor’s 
Office. The communiqué was signed by Vice-Rector Dimitrie Cãlugãreanu, 
representative of the Faculty of Sciences. 

In the meantime, a notice posted at the Faculty of Medicine required that 
Jewish students should be provided with corpses for dissection by 15 Septem
ber, as the Jewish community had previously pledged to do.15 Otherwise, those 
students would no longer be entitled to participate in dissections.
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It all seemed like a return in time, to the situation of almost one year before. 
The problem of the bodies for dissection, the soulbody relationship in the af
terlife and its reflection in the two religions (Christianity/EastEuropean Juda
ism)—all those issues were brought back into question, alongside the accusation 
that the university and the Jewish community in the city had not kept their 
promises. The difference was that what had been a spontaneous outburst the pre
vious year was now a premeditated, organized action, with a history behind it.

The day after the violent attacks at the Institute of Anatomy, which had 
wrecked the laboratories and had driven out the Jewish students, Moþa wrote to 
the rector for the first time since his expulsion, signing as “President of the Petru 
Maior Student Center.”16 (The same text, with a changed title, was addressed 
“To The Minister of Public Instruction, Bucharest.”)17 Another letter to the 
rector, dated on the same day of 4 September, demanded answers to older peti
tions and was signed, just like before (in May–August), by “substitutes”: Emil 
Pascu, “p. president,” and, more recently, Corneliu Georgescu, “p. secretary 
general.”18 The letter to the rector aimed to describe, in its own terms, a state 
of fact: “The kikes have (again!) been 
made to dissect Christian corpses, as 
if this issue had not been resolved last 
year, both through the solemn prom
ise of the Minister of Instruction and 
through the repeated commitments 
made by ViceRector Iacobovici (the 
then rector).”19 The severe reproach 
that the authorities had failed to keep 
their promise was accompanied by a 
similar protest: 

These commitments have been bro-
ken, the victory we had won—on the 
matter of the corpses—has been stolen 
from us, without any reason or jus-
tification. I therefore wish to protest 
desperately, Mr. Rector, against this 
failure to execute a formal commit-
ment, a non-execution that terrifies 
us with its deep moral significance. 
Mr. Rector, whom can we, students, 
trust, if we can no longer trust our 
Minister and our Rector?20

Scrap paper register, Lucian Blaga Central Uni
versity Library of ClujNapoca, Petru Maior coll., 

Ms. 5851, no. 180, 4 September 1923.
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The pejorative slur “kikes,” the pathetic tone, the accusation of lack of mo
rality, terms such as “despair,” “terrifies us” showed that Moþa had set all cau
tion aside in this ultimately official context in which, as a student, he addressed 
himself to an academic authority. Moreover, he did not end his letter without 
slipping in a threat that he would no longer be held “accountable” for his future 
deeds: “Mr. Rector, please receive our word of warning for what is to come. 
For pressure will always (sooner or later) give rise to a reaction: the heavier the 
pressure, the stronger the reaction. And the burden on our souls is very heavy, 
Mr. Rector.”21

 Moreover, as one who assumed no responsibility for the situation that had 
emerged and for what had happened (on 3 September, at the Institute of Anat
omy, for example), Moþa wrote to Vice-Rector Cãlugãreanu, who had decided 
to dissolve the Petru Maior Center and seal off the premises it had occupied in 
the University. 

We hereby protest, Mr. Vice-Rector, with inexpressible feelings, against this act 
You have committed, which is the second abolition, this year, of our Center. After a 
lucid legal inquiry into the situation, we hereby ascertain that this act is illegal, a 
conclusion substantiated by so much evidence that, under the norms of the criminal 
code, we are entitled to consider that the attack perpetrated against us by sealing 
and locking our headquarters amounted to a home invasion and we shall accord-
ingly act in self-defense.22 

The vehement protest, in contrast to the “lucid legal inquiry” and its findings 
(the “home invasion” that the university had allegedly committed on its own 
premises!), was meant to cover future actions (premeditated, after all), such 
as the breaking of those seals and the theft of some documents.23 The letter to 
the vicerector was intended as a quick lesson in law coming from a specialist 
(a wouldbe specialist, since the sender was just a law student). After explain
ing why his act was “illegal” (based on articles from the university regulations), 
Moþa applied the coup de grace to the vicerector. “It is based on wrong prem
ises”: “that I am allegedly not a student and president of the Center, and yet 
I have been tolerated at the helm of the Center.”24 It was only when he ap
proached such a personal matter that Moþa became terribly outraged, proving 
that an extremely sensitive nerve had been touched. Indeed, in his communiqué, 
Cãlugãreanu had dared to reaffirm publicly what the university administration 
had already stated on a different occasion: that a person expelled from the uni
versity could not be president of the Petru Maior Center.

In order to rebut such evidence, Moþa rebuilt his case and rewrote a paral
lel (and personal) history, claiming that: “I am the recognized president of the 
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Center.” This recognition had seemingly occurred through the intervention of 
Marin Ştefãnescu (a professor of philosophy who supported the student move
ment), who had allegedly obtained approval from the rector’s office for an ex
traordinary session of the Center, which Moþa had attended as “president.” He 
distorted and interpreted the reality in such a way as to benefit him: “I will 
conclude by saying that the Rector’s Office has acknowledged that I shall remain 
president of the Center and that it has tacitly, albeit not formally, reconsidered 
its decision to expel me.”25 In fact, the rector’s office had never approved of 
Moþa serving as president of the Center, so it could not acknowledge that he “re
mained” in office; neither had it reconsidered the expulsion measure by the time 
the petition was submitted (8 September), but Moþa did admit as much: “tac
itly, albeit not formally.” Moþa was not president of the Center even according 
to the organization’s rules: validation through elections. He and his committee 
had not gone through such elections. They were rather a “revolutionary com
mittee,” in which elected members (remainders of the old “George Alexa Com
mittee”) were mixed with members designated/appointed by the faculties. Moþa 
himself had been directly involved in changing some of the members. After the 
meetings began to be held at his home (the university was under curfew and 
he had been expelled), even students from outside the university became mem
bers of the board. Thus, the group of leaders included an Agronomy student,  
Aurelian Vernichescu.26 This would have been impossible before, due to the 
firm opposition of the university leadership, which did not allow representa
tives of other higher education institutions in the city into its own student body. 
Moþa had taken care to secure the loyalties of the Center’s leaders and to bring 
in his own “people.” Some of the committee members who became undesirable 
were quickly replaced: after the removal of the much too insistent Gheorghe 
Ionescu—the one who had asked for clarifications about the amounts the Center 
had received for postcards and leaflets and had taken an interest in the situation 
of the newspaper Dacia Nouã (The New Dacia)—from the position of secretary 
general, the position was occupied by another student, Corneliu Georgescu.27

Regarding the abovementioned meeting that had presumably taken place 
on 13 May at the initiative of Professor Marin Ştefãnescu, there is no telling if 
it actually took place. There is a report confirming that a meeting of the Com
mittee of the Petru Maior Center started “at 3 p.m.” on 13 May, with “just 
one item on the agenda, namely the scheduling of an evening meeting.”28 After 
discussing the possibility of holding a meeting “on the initiative of Prof. Marin 
Ştefãnescu,” the committee concluded that the proposal “is hereby rejected by a 
majority of votes.”29

Moþa did not cease to plead his cause which, he deemed, was also the cause 
of the Petru Maior Student Center, even though, according to the university 
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authorities, this center had been dis
solved and seals had been placed on 
the locked doors of its former head
quarters. He reiterated his arguments 
in an ample petition, asking the 
Senate not to confirm the decision 
of Prof. Cãlugãreanu, “because we 
rightly consider it inconsistent with 
the laws of the University, unfair to 
the Romanian students in Cluj and 
injurious in terms of nurturing the 
spirit, as desired by the Hon. uni
versity authorities.”30 While the argu
ments supporting the idea of “illegal
ity” had already been outlined in the 
letter to Cãlugãreanu, Moþa’s plea was 
now enriched with two new themes. 
One of them was a form of blackmail: 
the authorities’ refusal to reconsider 
their decision meant they would have 
to assume dire consequences “for the 
tranquility of the University.”

But Moþa insisted most of all on the “unfairness” of the decision. This sense 
of injustice—more than the accusation of “illegality” or the threat that there 
would be practical consequences for the “tranquility of the University”—gave 
Moþa the opportunity to unleash a violent tirade that no longer referred strictly 
to a university decision. The injustice itself was triple. First:

It is unfair because these noble and generous students, who have gone all the way 
and will not hesitate to sacrifice their lives for the common good, these students 
should be the pride of their teachers who gave them such beautiful souls and not the 
object of such cruel blows. The students would much rather be struck only by their 
enemies, not by their parents. The conflict between the professors and the students of 
the Romanian university is so painful and sad (the attack, followed by the natural 
defense). The students realize this; however, because they are not the cause of this 
conflict, it is not up to them to quell it. We consider that the students’ attitude 
towards the university authorities, in these days of great national struggle, is an 
undisputed effect of some troubles that these generous and patriotic students did not 
cause. And that is why our soul bleeds more and more in the face of the new and 
relentless, unjust blows we receive but have not asked for.31 

Scrap paper register, Lucian Blaga  
Central University Library of ClujNapoca,  

Petru Maior coll., Ms. 5851, no. 188,  
14 September 1923, fol. 3.
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This evokes the frustration the students experienced as a result of the in
ability of their professors and parents to understand them; a transgenerational 
conflict, in which only one generation—the adult one—bore all responsibility. 
If it reconsidered its behavior, its attitude, things could work out. The students 
obviously had no fault in this conflict. It was not up to them to resolve it. They 
had nothing to reproach themselves or to correct.

Secondly: 

The closure of the old Petru Maior Society, founded by the historical generations of 
1862, is an injustice, because it cannot be said that today’s students have decayed 
and degenerated so much as to justify this impiety. We consider ourselves as worthy 
as our founders, whose example we have followed in all our actions.32 

The closure of the student center was not only unfair, it was downright offensive 
to a generation that was at least as grand as that of the founders. The selfimage 
Moþa projected competed with that of the great forefathers. There was no room 
for modesty here.

Things became even more obvious when the third argument was clarified: 

But this decision is an injustice also for another reason: it would have sufficed for 
the university authority to reconsider its recognition of the current president and to 
inform the Center that in the event of his disobedience, if he was not removed from 
office, the given authorization would be revoked: this prior notice would have suf-
ficed for the work to be fulfilled and the Petru Maior Society would have been spared 
from introducing this new and painful conflict in its annals.33 

The offence was not just a generational one, it was also very personal. This 
intensely felt injury led Moþa to disavow what he had so strongly argued until 
then, namely that he had been recognized as president by the leadership of the 
university, through the approval given in the meeting of 13 May: “It would have 
sufficed for the university authority to reconsider its recognition of the current 
president.” This recognition had, in effect, not been granted.

The petition submitted to the Senate was an act of personal revenge rather 
than a genuine request to a respected institution whose authority Moþa recog
nized. It was a sort of settling of scores, a heated reprimand, whose extremely 
vehement tone echoed the “love” of olden times. In fact, Moþa had already acted 
as he saw fit, as if the decision he so severely criticized had already been abol
ished, not by the Senate, but by his own will. He had broken the seals and re
covered the “assets of the Center”: 
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These were the reasons why our Committee considered the decision of Prof. 
Cãlugãreanu as null and void, and impossible to implement. By virtue of this, I, 
the undersigned, acted in keeping with the rights provided by the law, saving the 
property of the Center, the property that belongs to the students and for whose safe-
keeping our committee is responsible (This right which the law gives us is stipulated 
in Art. 360 of the Hungarian Criminal Code, still in force; see Illés, vol. III, ed. 
1889, p. 202.)34

It was not the first time Moþa had pleaded, judged and applied “justice” on his 
own. He had done so in the case of his colleague Ionescu, the former secretary 
general of the Center. But now he did it before an authority that was yet to reach 
a decision about him, about his expulsion, for instance. And yet, in the absence 
of what we might call an instinct of selfpreservation, he defied academic au
thority. In its session of 28 September, the University Senate concluded tersely: 
“The Petru Maior Student Center did not comply with its statutes in accordance 
with the Regulations in force, so it shall remain dissolved.”35

Besides his violent acts (the destruction of laboratories, the mistreatment 
of some students, the breaking of seals and the recovery of the Center’s 
assets), the letter he sent to Professor Cãlugãreanu and the petition he 

submitted to the Senate reveal just how radical Moþa’s stance had become by 
September 1923. They also show how willing he was to take major public risks, 
in line with a “revolutionary” logic whereby his own cause was always right and 
that, in its name, he could overstep the limits of the common law (i.e. the law 
that was applicable to all others).36 On 17 September, Moþa left on a delegation 
to Iaşi and Bucharest, in an attempt to solve various issues on the agenda he 
shared with the students there. The resolutions of the Congress of Delegates in 
Iaşi guided his steps: frequent meetings of delegates from the major university 
centers and efforts to regulate local issues together. While in Iaşi the request 
that the professors’ congress (held there) should support their demands had 
been turned down, in Bucharest things went better: some editors of Cuvântul 
studenþesc (The Voice of the Students) found to be “unsuitable for our move
ment” were removed, and there were “purges” in the Bucharest Student Com
mittee with a view to changing previous positions.37 Moreover, the students 
enthusiastically welcomed the peasants from Câmpulung who had come to Bu
charest to voice their grievances and to support, much to the surprise of Prime 
Minister Ion I. C. Brãtianu, who had received them in audience, not only his 
own suffering caused by the Jewish exploitation of Bukovina’s forests, but also 
the idea of the “numerus clausus.”38 The favorable impressions in the capital led 
Moþa to state at the meeting of the Petru Maior Committee that “the students 
are not as weak as the government thinks they are and as we think they are.”39 
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The days he spent with his comrade Corneliu Zelea Codreanu on Mount Rarãu 
strengthened his hope that the student struggle which had lasted almost a year 
would find a worthy apotheosis, one that would save the honor of the move
ment. Without going into details, he informed the members of the committee: 
“The last assault we will mount this autumn will bring us either victory or hon
orable defeat. In the coming days there will be a new congress of delegates in 
which I will take part and where we will decide what we think is for the better.”40

The discussion on Mount Rarãu was recounted by Codreanu, to whom Moþa 
proposed a solution he deemed honorable. They could not continue to ask all 
students not to attend classes (that would have meant wasting another academic 
year), nor would they risk a “shameful surrender” by simply returning to school: 

It is better to encourage them to attend classes and we, who have led them, will give 
the movement a beautiful end by sacrificing ourselves, but will make sure that all 
those who are guilty of betraying Romanian interests will fall with us. Let us buy 
revolvers and shoot them, setting a terrible example that will remain entrenched in 
our Romanian history. What will become of us, whether we will die or stay in prison 
for the rest of our lives, is of little consequence.41 

As Codreanu agreed, the fol
lowing people met again, 
“short ly thereafter,” in Iaşi: 
“Ion Moþa, Corneliu Georgescu 
and Vernichescu from Cluj, Ilie  
Gârneaþã, Radu Mironovici, 
Leonida Bandac and I from 
Iaşi, Tudose Popescu from Cer - 
nã uþi.”42 

Moþa left Cluj at the begin
ning of October, on the day (or 
very shortly after) when, for 
a handwritten receipt, he re
moved from the treasury of the  
Petru Maior Center “4,000 (four  
thous and) lei for a delegation of 
5 (five) members, going to Iaşi 
and Bucharest to serve the su
preme interests of the national 
student movement. The del
egation will last about 10 (ten) 
days—Cluj, 2 October 1923, 

handwritten receipt of 2 October 1923,  
Lucian Blaga Central University Library  

of ClujNapoca, Petru Maior coll., Ms. 5988.
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Ion I. Moþa, president of the Center.”43 One could say that he had a good reason 
to “retrieve the assets of the Center” when he had broken, three weeks before, 
the seals on the headquarters of that organization. In fact, it was not the first time 
he had generously covered the expenses of his colleagues in the country from the 
same source. He had done it at the Congress of Delegates in late August.44

In Iaşi they met “in the houses of Mr. Butnaru” and decided “that the first and 
greatest culprits are the villainous Romanians,” “more so than the enemies, for they 
are traitors.”45 Of these they selected a group of six ministers “headed by George 
Mârzescu.” Then they switched to the “Jews,” and here the choice was difficult: 
“Which of the two million should we take?,” especially since “we were few and 
took only the important ones in Bucharest.”46 They decided on three sociopro
fessional categories, identified as the most dangerous: rabbis, bankers (Aristide 
and Maurice Blank) and journalists (Jacob Rosenthal, Wilhelm Filderman,  
Samuel Honigman/Emil D. Fagure, directors of the newspapers Dimineaþa, Ad-
evãrul, and Lupta).47 They went from Iaşi to Bucharest one at a time, not all at 
once, with the feeling that they would never return, and wrote letters to their 
parents and comrades, like they were about to commit suicide.

They did not get to kill others or themselves, because on the evening of 8 Oc
tober 1923 they were all arrested in the house on 13 September St., where they 
had gathered for the latest preparations. Asked to surrender their weapons, only 
two of them did so (according to the same source): “Only Moþa had a Browning 
6.35 and so did Vernichescu.”48 

Over the following days, local newspapers published fragments of informa
tion taken over from the central press. The plot was discovered “thanks to a 
student who had experienced qualms of conscience and denounced the plot to a 
prefect.”49 Titus Oroveanu (the prefect of Buzãu) immediately alerted his gov
ernment. Among those who were arrested were Codreanu Jr. and Moþa, who 
“have already confessed.”50 Although the students’ plot was not carried out, 
another assassination attempt, on “the director of Adevãrul, Mr. Rosenthal,” did 
take place. An unknown man “hit him in the head with an iron club.”51 He was 
in hospital, in very serious condition. A wave of astonishment, reactions and 
counterreactions, information and denial or relativization (what weapons did 
the attackers have?; how vast was the action supposed to be?; how far spread 
out in the territory?; who was truly responsible? etc.) filled the pages of those 
periodicals. Among them was a fragment of L’Indépendence Roumaine, taken 
over by Patria, which provided an analysis of this episode: 

We cannot insist enough, on this occasion, on the moral responsibility of all politi-
cians and agitators without a conscience, who strive through every means to trouble 
the spirits of exalted or naive youth, successfully at times. The criminal—or child-
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ish—plot is the fruit born of a poisoned seed, 
which is spread far and wide among the young 
students by professional and self-serving agita-
tors. This discovery must serve as a reminder to 
all those who, under the pretext of exaggerated 
nationalism, attack the moral fiber of some of 
the students, directly or indirectly pushing 
them to commit criminal or childish acts.52

The newspaper article described a state of 
confusion between the impulse to condemn 
violence in whatever form and the predica
ment of not knowing how “opportune” it was 
to do so because its source was difficult to 
identify: “This obscure fascism is mistaken for 
the student movement, the party of Mr. [A. 
C.] Cuza, a few Leagues, or the movement 
of retired officers—so it is difficult to distin
guish it in this mosaic.”53 For the time being, 
it was difficult to define precisely, but the new 
political trend had steadily insinuated itself in 
the Romanian public landscape.

Struck by the news of their leader’s ar
rest, the students in Cluj reacted. With the  
Petru Maior Center dissolved for more than 
a month, they could not close ranks, as be
fore, in the university. They gathered at the 
Mãnãştur brewery in order to elect a vice-president and add new members to the 
committee. “On its own initiative, a committee of 15 people took the lead of the 
student movement.”54 A telegram sent to the king said that “the arrests and plot 
accusations have been staged by the government, so we demand the release of 
those arrested.”55 Paradoxically, the students wanted to rob the young plotters 
of something very precious and to label it the government’s “fantasy”: the idea 
of organizing the attacks. (But as it would become clear during the ensuing trial, 
these plotters were very proud of what they had set out to do.) The government 
itself was warned in a petition that it should immediately release those arrested 
and that the students were “determined to proceed with the fight even it meant 
losing their lives.”56 This was the end or the beginning of an era in the history 
of the Cluj Student Center.

q

“Noui amãnunte asupra complotului 
fascist” (New details about the fascist 

plot), Patria, 12 October 1923, 1.
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Abstract
“Autumn Reschedules”: The Student Movement in Cluj  
at the Start of the Academic Year 1923–1924

The paper presents the events that took place within the student community of Cluj in the autumn 
of 1923, when classes resumed after having been suspended for a whole academic year on account 
of the previous student unrest. Ion I. Moþa, the former president of the Petru Maior Center and a 
principal artisan of the unrest of the previous year, made successive attempts to revitalize the Cen
ter, closed down by the university, and reignite the protests, believing that the authorities had not 
kept their promises. That the leaders of the student movement had become increasingly radical is 
shown by the fact that, after consultations with Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, Ion I. Moþa chose the 
path of assassination portrayed as selfsacrifice. The actual outcome was his arrest, after a student 
with a guilty conscience informed the authorities about the violent plans of the radical leaders.
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