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Thursday, October 24, 2019 
 
Venue: University of Bucharest, Faculty of Law, 36-46 Mihail Kogălniceanu 
Bvd., 1st Floor, “Constantin Stoicescu” Room 
 
10.00   Registration of the participants 
 
10.30-11.00 Opening and welcome remarks 
 
11.00-11.15  Books presentation 
 
11.15-11.30  Project www.europecentenary.eu presentation 
 
11.30-11.45  Coffee break 
 
11.45-13.30  Panel 1 
 

Chair: Florin MÜLLER, University of Bucharest 
 
Stefano SANTORO, University of Trieste, Italy – The image 
of Bolshevism in the Italian public opinion in 1919 
 
Sergey O. BURANOK, Samara State University of Social 
Sciences and Education, Russia – «Bolshevik danger» after 
the Great War: the views of American Press 
 
Andrei EMILCIUC, Institute of History, Chișinău, Republic 
of Moldova – The military campaign of Romania against 
the Hungarian Soviet Republic as seen in the Bolshevik 
Press 

 
13.30-14.30  Lunch 
 
14.30-16.15  Panel 2 
 

Chair: Andrei Florin SORA, University of Bucharest 
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Lucian Claudiu TOPOR, “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” 
University, Iași, Romania – Bolshevik propaganda on the 
Romanian front. Public meetings during 1917 
 
Aurelian LAVRIC, Centre for Defense and Security 
Strategic Studies of Armed Forces Military Academy 
”Alexandru cel Bun”, Chișinău, Republic of Moldova – 
Bolshevik propaganda in the context of the problem of 
recognition of the union of Bessarabia with Romania: fakes 
and realities  
 
Marius DIACONESCU, University of Bucharest, România – 
The Bolshevik propaganda between Romanians from 
Transylvania against the Union with Romania 

 
16.15-16.30  Coffee break 
 
16.30-18.15  Panel 3 
 

Chair: Lucian Claudiu TOPOR, “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” 
University, Iași, Romania 
 
Dmytro BONDARENKO, University of Szeged, Hungary – 
The Counter-revolution and the Intervention or Cordon 
Sanitaire: the Struggle against Bolshevism in Central and 
Eastern Europe in 1919 
 
Jason KOUTOUFARIS-MALANDRINOS, Athens, Greece – 
The justification of the Allied Intervention in Russia (1918-
1919) 
 
Igor BARINOV, Primakov Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations, Russian Academy of Sciences, 
Rusia – Unexpected Allies: the Baltic Regiment and the 
Estonian Army in the fight against the Bolsheviks, 1918-20 

 
 
18.30   Dinner – “Carul cu bere” Restaurant, 5 Stavropoleos 

Street (Old Town) 
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Friday, October 25, 2019 
 
Venue: University of Bucharest, Faculty of History, 4-12 Regina Elisabeta 
Bvd., 1st Floor, Council Room 
 
9.30-11.15  Panel 4 
 

Chair: Bogdan POPA, “Nicolae Iorga” Institute of History 
 
Alin MATEI, University of Bucharest, Romania – The 
United States, Romania and the Hungarian Soviet Republic 
 
Nicolae IUGA, “Constantin Rădulescu-Motru” Philosophy 
Institute, Romanian Academy – The European 
consequences of the war between Romania and Hungary 
in the spring-summer of 1919 
 
Ion GÂLEA, University of Bucharest – Border Provisions 
within the Peace Treaties: the Trianon Treaty and 
Subsequent International Law Documents concerning 
Borders 

 
11.15-11.30  Coffee break 
 
11.30-13.15  Panel 5 
 

Chair: Alin MATEI, University of Bucharest 
 
Dmytro BONDARENKO, University of Szeged, Hungary – 
Monarchism and Nationalism vs Bolshevism: The Anti-
Bolshevik Wars in Central and Eastern Europe, 1918-1919 
 
Alessandro SALVADOR, University of Nottingham, 
United Kingdom – The Italian intervention in the Russian 
Civil War and the ‘red scare’ 
 
Andrzej FRETSCHEL-HOJARSKI, Jagellonian University, 
Krakow, Poland – Mission: De Gaulle in Poland 1919-1920 
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13.15-14.15  Lunch 
 
14.15-15.15  Round Table: Myths in the narrative on the 

Bolshevism after the 1st WW  
 (Chair: Marius DIACONESCU) 
 
15.15-17.00  Panel 6 
 

Chair: Victor RIZESCU, University of Bucharest 
 
Gabriele MASTROLILLO, Sapienza University of Rome, 
Italy – The Hungarian Soviet Republic and the left wing of 
the Italian Socialist Party 
 
Alexandru PORȚEANU, Romanian Academy, Bucharest, 
Romania – “Bolshevism - antibolshevism”, as 
propagandistic, disguised formulas, for territorial disputes 
 
Cristian SANDACHE, “Dunărea de Jos” University of 
Galați, România – The first episode of Hungarian radical 
revisionism: The Hungarian Soviet Republic 

 
17.00-17.15  Coffee break 
 
17.15-19.00  Panel 7 
 

Chair: Marius Diaconescu, University of Bucharest 
 
Ilinca ALINA, Liviu Marius BEJENARU, National Council 
for the Study of the Securitate Archives, România – 
About terrorism and communism in the vision of Karl 
Kautsky and Leon Trotsky 
 
Victor RIZESCU, University of Bucharest, Romania – 
Containing the General Strike in the Framework of Labor 
Politics: Central European Patterns and Romanian 
Peculiarities in the Footsteps of the First World War  
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Giuseppe MOTTA, Sapienza University of Rome, Italy – 
Bolshevik and Anti-Bolshevik Violence against the Jewish 
Communities of Poland and Ukraine (1918-1920). The 
documents of the Joint Distribution Committee 

 
19.00-19.15  Conclusions 
 
19.30   Dinner – Casa Universitarilor (University House), 45 

Dionisie Lupu Street. 
 
 
Saturday, October 26, 2019 
 
9.00-13.30  Bucharest Tour – Parliament, The Palace of Patriarchy, 

Arch of Triumph. 
The bus engaged by the organizers will be in front of the 
Gaudeamus Hotel at 8,45 o’clock. 

 
13.30-14.30  Lunch – Museum Restaurant, 15 Doctor Clunet Street. 
 
 



The international scientific conference “THE BOLSHEVIK DANGER IN CENTRAL EUROPE IN 1919” 

6 
 

General information on the accommodation and meals 
 
The accommodation is ensured by the organizers in the Gaudeamus Hotel of the 
University of Bucharest, 90 Panduri Street (University Campus, near to the Faculty 
of Sociology, entry from the Ana Davilla Street). 
Breakfast on October 24 will be available in front of the conference room, at the 
Faculty of Law, starting at 09.00, offered through a catering service company. 
Breakfast on October 25 will be available in front of the conference room, at the 
Faculty of History, starting at 08.30, offered through a catering service company. 
Breakfast on October 26 will be available at the common kitchen of the 
Gaudeamus Hotel, starting at 08.00, offered through a catering service company. 
 
Lunch on October 24-25 will be available near the conference location, into the 
same building, offered through a catering service company. Lunch on October 26 
will be in the Museum Restaurant, 15 Doctor Clunet Street. 
Dinner on October 24 will be in the “Carul cu bere” Restaurant, one of the most 
famous traditional restaurants in the Old Town (5 Stavropoleos Street, 10 minutes 
walk from the conference location). 
Dinner on October 25 will be in the University House, 45 Dionisie Lupu Street (15 
minutes walk from the conference location). 
 
Transport from the Airport to Gaudeamus Hotel: 
1. The easiest way is by taxi. You can take a taxi from the Airport to the hotel at 
the price of around 10-15 Euros (50-70 Lei). You have to order a taxi inside the 
airport, for this please follow the instructions at the exit. Usually, you couldn’t pay 
by card for the taxi. We suggest you have cash. You can use ATM inside the 
Airport for cash in Romanian Lei. 
2. The second way is with the buses. You have to take the bus no. 783 from 
Airport to the city, until the University. The bus station is in front of the exit from 
the main building of the Airport. You have to pay for a ticket in front of the bus 
station. From the University Bus station, you have to take another bus, no. 137 or 
268, until the bus station “Șoseaua Panduri” (the 6th station). From this station 
until the Gaudeamus Hotel is around 600 m. 
 
Transport from the Gaudeamus Hotel to the University: 
A couple of volunteers, students of our University, will wait for you in front of the 
Hotel and they will help you. 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact us for other questions. 
Contact: Marius Diaconescu 
Handy: 0040-722-296871 
Email: mariusdiaconescu@istorie.unibuc.ro 
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ABSTRACTS 
 

Igor I. BARINOV (Primakov Institute of World Economy and International 
Relations, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Russia): Unexpected Allies: 
the Baltic Regiment and the Estonian Army in the fight against the 
Bolsheviks, 1918-20. 

At the end of 1918, German troops, who had previously occupied 
the entire territory of the former Baltic provinces of the Russian Empire, 
began to withdraw in accordance with the terms of the Armistice. The young 
Estonian republic faced the threat of the invasion by overwhelmingly huge 
forces of the Red Army.  

Under these conditions, a so-called Baltic battalion, which later grew 
to a regiment, was formed. It consisted mainly of local Germans, although 
Estonians and Russians also were on the line. Baltic Regiment perceptibly 
differed from the common militia: its backbone was formed by the 
experienced Tsar officers, who fought the German army throughout the 
period 1914-1918. The strong horizontal ties among the staff also played an 
important role.  

It is necessary to underline that by this time there has been serious 
contradictions between the Estonian and German populations of the Baltic 
region, often led to the acute conflicts. However, in this situation the German 
forces and the national Estonian army acted together. In a similar situation in 
Latvia, German units took a pronounced anti-Latvian position and fought 
against the Latvian national army. 

It would not be an exaggeration to say that the Baltic Regiment 
played a decisive role in maintaining the Estonian independence. While the 
Germans held the front in the east of the country, the Estonian army was able 
to help the Ulmanis government to establish another Baltic state – the 
Latvian Republic. Paradoxically, the Estonians, with the support of "own" 
Germans, fought against "alien" Germans.  

This “unexpected alliance” continued after the war: unlike in Latvia, 
in 1925 the Estonian government sanctioned the creation of the German 
cultural autonomy, first in Europe. 
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Dmytro BONDARENKO (University of Szeged, Hungary / State University of 
Odessa, Ukraine) Monarchism and nationalism vs bolshevism: the anti-
Bolshevik wars in Central and Eastern Europe, 1918-1919 

According to Geoffrey Barraclough, Contemporary History began with 
the disintegration of ‘old world’ (dynastic empires such as the Russian and 
the Austro-Hungarian) and the emergence of ‘new world’ (new nation-states 
and the creation of the League of Nation), ‘revolutionary change and crisis’, 
for instance, World War I (1914-1918) and the postwar peace settlements 
(1919-1921), and the rise of Bolshevism, as a new challenge of the World 
Order. 

It should be noted that before the First World War, monarchical form 
of government dominated in Europe, except for 5 states: Switzerland, France, 
Portugal (after the Revolution of 1910), San-Marino, and Albania (established 
in 1913, but became the monarchy in 1927). However, the situation has 
changed dramatically after the collapse the Russian and the Austro-
Hungarian Empires because of national secessionism, which led to the 
formation of more than 33 new states on the territories of the former Russian 
(January 1918) and 12 of the former Austro-Hungarian monarchies 
(November 1918). As a result, the republican form of government has been 
dominating in Central and Eastern Europe. 

At the same time, the dissolution of the Empires in Central and Eastern 
Europe provoked the appearance of Bolshevism, as a new political-
ideological phenomenon, which was based on the Marxist concept of the 
international dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e. the class of workers should 
become an object of loyalty and subject of sovereignty instead of a nation. 
According to Vladimir Lenin and Leon Trotsky, unconditional self-
determination should be only the right of the proletariat, because the 
concept of nation is related to capitalism, as a means of the bourgeoisie to 
prevent the international solidarity of workers. The main goal of the 
Bolsheviks was the liquidation of nation-state as a whole, and they 
considered Soviet Russia as the first step to the World Soviet Republic. Thus, 
Bolshevism became a major threat to the international order, and every state 
regardless of the form of government. Especially, after the defeat of Germany 
in the First World War and the collapse of the Brest-Litovsk system of 
international relations, Bolshevism managed to enlarge in Central Europe in 
1919, for instance, after the Soviet invasion and the internal coup, the 
Ukrainian State was replaced by the puppet Ukrainian Socialist Soviet 
Republic, Soviet Russia also made a military incursion into the Baltic States, 
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moreover, as a result of the Bolshevik coups in Hungary and Bavaria were 
proclaimed the Hungarian and Bavarian Soviet Republics. 

Bolshevism could be defeated only by the combined efforts of the 
international community and the internal national counter-revolution, that 
were brought about as a response to Bolshevism in Russia, Finland, Hungary, 
Germany, and the Baltic States. The national counter-revolution (the Whites) 
in Russia, Finland, Hungary, and Germany has been produced by not only the 
republican but also the Monarchist forces. It connected with the monarchical 
traditions of these societies, and charismatic political and military leaders 
with monarchist views, for example, Admiral Miklos Horthy in Hungary, Baron 
General Karl Gustav Mannerheim in Finland, Admiral Alexander Kolchak, 
Generals Nikolay Yudenich, Eugen Ludwig Miller, Prince Anatol Leonid von 
Lieven in Russia. Furthermore, some new Republican states such as the 
Ukrainian State and Almighty Don Host in 1918, and Estonia in 1919, became 
the bases of the Russian monarchist counter-revolution, because their leaders 
believed that the liquidation of the Bolshevik threat and the restoration of 
monarchy in Russia made the conditions for the normal relations with Russia, 
the territorial integrity and security of new states. 

In contrast to Admiral Miklos Horthy and the Russian Generals Nikolay 
Yudenich and Eugen Ludwig Miller, having flexible approach to the territorial 
problem and national self-determination issue, the Supreme Ruler of Russia 
Admiral Alexander Kolchak and Commander-in-Chief of Military Forces of 
South Russia General Anton Denikin unconditionally supported the slogan 
“Russia United and Indivisible” and did not recognize the independence of 
any new state on the territory of the former Russian Empire, including even 
Finland and Poland, that prevented to form the United Anti-Bolshevik front 
and, in fact, forced the Finnish and the Estonian troops to stop their offensive 
to Petrograd. Furthermore, in Finland monarchial form government was 
changed to republican one. Baron Karl Gustav Mannheim lost the power and 
the new Finish government began peace negotiations with Soviet Russia. 
Estonian government also consented to the Soviet peace proposal. As 
Colonel Ernest von Wahl noted, the Russian White Forces, who showed the 
imperial and the great power’s views, lost the Civil War against Bolshevism 
because of their unwillingness to recognize new political reality after the 
collapse of Russian Empire. In his view, the only nationalism of new states 
could defeat Bolshevik’s internationalism, but not the old Russian 
imperialism.  
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In any case, even after 70 years, nationalism defeated communism, 
that was the main reason for the downfall of the World Socialist system and 
the disintegration of the USSR. 

Dmytro BONDARENKO (University of Szeged, Hungary / State University of 
Odessa, Ukraine): The counter-revolution and the intervention or cordon 
sanitaire: the struggle against Bolshevism in Central and Eastern Europe 
in 1918-1919 

Cordon Sanitaire emerged as a response to the spread of Bolshevism 
in Central and Eastern Europe, after the First World War. The international 
community considered Bolshevism as such kind of "disease" which could be 
stopped by setting a "quarantine". This idea was given by the British 
Ambassador in Paris, Lord Francis Bertie in December 1918: “Bolshevism is 
contagious, which, I think, will spread to Germany and Austria. The Entente 
has to establish an old-fashioned quarantine to protect itself from 
contagion”. Then, on January 21, 1919, the Italian Prime Minister Vittorio 
Emanuele Orlando formulated the concept of Cordon Sanitaire: “Usually, a 
cordon sanitaire is established to stop the spread of the epidemic. If we take 
similar measures against the spread of Bolshevism, it can be defeated, 
because to isolate it means to win”. 

It should be noted that the enlargement of Bolshevism in Eastern 
Europe or the so-called “Triumphal march of Soviet Power” was stopped by 
German intervention in 1918. German troops liberated Ukraine and Estonia 
from Bolshevism and also helped the national White forces in Finland and 
Don to repel the Red invasion. Since Germany was forced to disperse its 
military resources to help Austro-Hungary and Ottoman Empire on the 
Balkans and Middle Eastern fronts, it was unable to carry out an operation to 
overthrow the Bolshevik government in Russia and limited only establishing 
the so-called Barrage belt, which was the predecessor of Cordon Sanitaire, 
during the Brest-Litovsk system of international relations in Eastern Europe, 
and consisted of the buffer states, separating Soviet Russia from Europe: the 
Kingdom of Finland, the Baltic Duchy, the Kingdom of Lithuania, the 
Ukrainian State, Almighty Don Host.  

Creating Cordon Sanitaire, according to Jury Felshtinsky, the Entente 
only “sanctioned” already existing international order in Eastern Europe. 
However, we cannot agree with such an opinion, because after the defeat of 
Germany and the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the 
geopolitical situation in Central Europe was changed dramatically. After the 
defeat of Germany, the Bolsheviks managed to break through Barrage belt: 
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they enlarged Soviet power to Ukraine and attacked Estonia and Latvia. 
Unfortunately, the exhausted after the Great War Allies did not manage to 
replace the German troops, evacuating Ukraine and the Baltic States. 
Furthermore, as a result of the Bolsheviks coups were established Soviet 
Republics in Hungary (21 March 1919) and Bavaria (7 April 1919).     

In this regard, Cordon Sanitaire had a slightly different configuration 
and included: Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia, and 
Yugoslavia, since it was directed against Soviet Russia and Soviet Hungary 
simultaneously. Moreover, initially, the Entente also tried to limit the 
enlargement of Soviet power from Hungary by means of the establishment of 
Cordon Sanitaire around the Hungarian Soviet Republic, consisting of the 
Kingdom of Romania, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and 
Czechoslovakia, but later it was forced to make the decision to sanction the 
Romanian intervention. As a result, the Soviet power in Hungary was 
liquidated and the monarchy was restored. 

It should be noted that Barrage belt and Cordon Sanitaire were based 
on fundamentally different systems of international relations: the unipolar 
Brest-Litovsk system, where Germany was the only center of power, and the 
multipolar Versailles system with several leading players such as France, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States. In the first case, Germany was forced 
to squander its military potential to ensure the security of Barrage Belt states, 
which (except for Finland) did not have the necessary military potential to 
repulse external aggression. In the second case, the absence of the only one 
superpower prompted France and Britain to increase the defensive potential 
of Cordon Sanitaire states by providing military-technical assistance: Great 
Britain to Estonia and Latvia, and France to Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia, 
since the war-drained Great Britain and France could not fully replace the 
German troops. As a result, new regional centers of power emerged, claiming 
to be independent subjects of international relations: Finland and Romania 
as the flanks of Cordon Sanitaire (which protected Scandinavia and the 
Balkans), and Poland as the center (protected Central Europe). 

Finland, in V. Kholodovsky’s view, occupied the most important 
strategic position in the Baltic and had the military potential to capture 
Petrograd and carry out the restoration in Russia in 1918-1919. 

Romania, according to M. Macmillan opinion, was at the same time a 
deterrent for both Bolshevik Russia and revolutionary Hungary in 1919. Since 
Romania was the only country that fought with Bolshevism on two fronts, 
then, as G. Torrey noted, it was the key state of Cordon Sanitaire.  
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At least, Poland was the power of the center of Cordon Sanitaire, as 
Prime Minister of France George Clemenceau mentioned in December 1919, 
Poland was the key link in the "wire fence” against Soviet Russia and “One of 
the strong links of Cordon Sanitaire, which should be stretched around sick 
Russia that is spreading the plague. It is impossible to put the end of 
Bolshevism otherwise (except for) to rely on Poland and to use its army”. 

Actually, it should be noted that the appearance of Barrage belt and 
Cordon Sanitaire had the same reason: the inability to suppress Bolshevism in 
Russia both by the direct military intervention and by military-technical 
assistance to the Russian White forces, due to the limited military resources 
and general fatigue from the First World War, as well as the disunity of 
interests within the Anti-Bolshevik camp. However, the structures of the 
systems were different: in the first case, Germany was the only center of 
power, restraining Bolshevism, and, in the second case, there were three 
regional powers: Finland, Poland, and Romania. The coming to the forefront 
of these three states as new centers of power in Eastern Europe made it 
possible to create the independent Tartu-Riga system of international 
relations in 1920-1921 instead of the Brest-Litovsk system. 

Sergey O. BURANOK (Samara State University of Social Sciences and 
Education, Samara, Russia): «Bolshevik danger» after the Great War: the 
views of American Press 

Questions about the perspectives of the «Bolshevik danger» after 
the Great War, forms and ways of its transition to postwar age, about the US 
foreign policy in Europe, were very popular and quite debating for the 
American public opinion during Interbellum and after the end of the World 
War I, but the issue had been actualized during the peacemaking process 
after the Great War, in 1919-1922. 

Research of «Bolshevik danger» cannot be complete without 
studying the press of the powers signed the Versailles Treaty. In order to give 
a detailed analysis of international relationships in terms of the global 
transformations from the American point of view relevant newspaper articles 
published after the Great War should be analyzed. The results have shown 
changes in priority in schemes of «Bolshevik danger» as it was viewed in 
American public discourse during 1919-1922. Woodrow Wilson plan for the 
«Bolshevik danger» dismantle was gradually replaced by the less radical 
plans, which presupposed the use of the «Russian experience» in the US 
foreign policy. Materials of the American press for the 1919-1922 reveals that 
there was a search of the most effective and optimum strategy of the 
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relations not just with the Europe, but also with Soviet Russia. Analysis of 
American press reveals its steady interest in negative and positive experience 
of propaganda «Bolshevik danger»  in search of the “lessons of history”. 

In 1919-1922 most prominent journalists were focused on Europe, 
which was represented as the cornerstone for the US foreign policy by the 
White House, the US State Department, and the media. And we can clearly 
see another factor affecting approaches to the «Bolshevik danger» issue in 
American press. The “Red Menace” had become one of the factors that forced 
American media to redefine the «Bolshevik danger»  in light of the new world 
order which had been created after the end of the Great War on the base of 
the Versailles Treaty. 

Marius DIACONESCU (University of Bucharest, Romania): The Bolshevik 
propaganda between Romanians from Transylvania against the Union 
with Romania 

On December 1, 1918 the Romanians from Transylvania, who were 
the majority of the population from the eastern part of the old Kingdom of 
Hungary in the Austro-Hungarian Empire, decided in Alba Iulia to unite with 
Romania. The union with Romania was supported by both parties, the 
Romanian National Party and the Romanian section of the Social Democratic 
Party of Hungary. 

The Bolshevism entered Hungary through the former prisoners of 
the Russian camps, sent organized as propaganda agents. Michael Karolyi's 
Hungarian government coexisted with the Bolsheviks, whom he intended to 
use as a weapon against the “separatists”. Since the mid-November talks in 
Arad with Romanian political leaders, the government delegate, Minister 
Oszkár Jászi, threatened with the specter of Bolshevism in case of the 
disintegration of old Hungary. Over a few days, Christian Rakovsky was 
received in Budapest as the official representative of the Bolshevik authorities 
in Soviet Russia. Rakovsky, Bulgarian as origin, lived for many years in 
Romania, where he was even arrested for a period for the leftist propaganda. 
In Budapest, it seems to have played an important role in the Bolshevik 
mobilization against the Union of Transylvania with Romania. 

Even during the meeting of the Romanians in Alba Iulia on 
December 1, propaganda agents were identified, who shared Bolshevik 
manifests with messages against the Union. A few weeks later, a Congress of 
Romanian Communists from Hungary was organized, which condemned the 
Transylvanian Union with Romania and condemned the involvement of 
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Romanian socialists in Alba Iulia. Several periodicals were published, printed 
in Budapest and Oradea, which were distributed among Romanian peasants 
and workers in Transylvania. 

Regarding the Bolshevik propaganda among the Romanians from 
Transylvania, at least four major themes can be identified for analysis: (1) the 
instrumentalization of Bolshevism by the Budapest government against the 
Transylvanian Union with Romania; (2) the myth of the role of Jews in this 
propaganda and their stigmatization as a people on an anti-Semitic attitude 
already existing among the Romanians from Transylvania; (3) the limited 
success of the Bolshevik ideas among the Romanians; (4) the national, 
Romanian and anti-Hungarian character of the anti-Bolshevik fight, both 
against propaganda agents and, over a few months, against the Hungarian 
Soviet Republic led by Béla Kun. 

Andrei EMILCIUC (Institute of History, Chișinău, Republic of Moldova): The 
military campaign of Romania against the Hungarian Soviet Republic as 
seen in the Bolshevik Press 

The paper analyzes the informational war held by Bolshevik press 
against the military campaign of Romania against Hungarian Soviet Republic. 
We come to ascertain that prior to the beginning of the Hungarian-Romanian 
War in April 1919, Bolshevik press propagated the idea of the nearness of the 
Soviet Revolution in Romania. Measures taken by Soviet Russia to unleash the 
revolution in Romania were encouraged by the dire situation Romania was at 
the end of 1918, as a result of the consequences of the war and punitive 
reparations imposed by Central Powers. Still the expectation did not 
materialize, instead Soviets succeeded to take the power in Hungary. Thus, 
after 21 March 1919, the propagation of the revolution from outside became 
a real danger for Romania. To withstand it, Romania had to initiate a military 
campaign in order to oust Béla Kun’s communist government in Hungary and 
thus intensified the attacks against Romania on all fronts, including in the 
media. The Bolshevik press imputed Romania not only the war against the 
“world revolution” in the name of the “capitalists”, but also the crimes against 
the Hungarian people, by the burden of the Romanian imposed reparations, 
qualified as looting. Of course no mentions on the fact the goods removed 
from Hungary were a compensation for the goods taken out from Romania in 
the period of its occupation by the Central Powers. Still, Bolsheviks, by means 
of their propaganda instruments, contributed to the deterioration of the 
relation of Entente’s states with Romania.            
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Andrzej FRETSCHEL-HOJARSKI (Jagiellonian University, Krakow, Poland): 
Mission: De Gaulle in Poland 1919-1920 

In September of 1967, Charles de Gaulle returned, after almost half a 
century, to Poland. Following the Armistice of 1919 (and a short stint as a 
POW in Galicia), he eagerly volunteered to join La mission française militaire 
en Pologne, which sought primarily to observe and train the burgeoning 
Polish military during the early phases of the Polish-Soviet War. The young 
French officer and admirer of Józef Piłsudski, traversed the country, from 
Rembertów all the way to present-day Ukraine. De Gaulle distinguished 
himself meritoriously, both intellectually as a gifted lecturer, and militarily, 
entrenched on the front lines alongside Polish troops at key battles. He was 
later awarded Poland’s highest military award – the Virtuti Militari Cross while 
also attaining the rank of major in the Polish Army. Ironically, his official state 
visit introduced the de Gaulle to the harsh realities of a now-communist 
Poland – one the Allied Forces had attempted to prevent in 1920.  

Ion GÂLEA (University of Bucharest, Romania): Border Provisions within the 
Peace Treaties: the Trianon Treaty and Subsequent International Law 
Documents concerning Borders 

The study uses as a departure point the negotiations within the 
Paris Conference of 2019 that, from the factual historical point of view, 
overlapped with the conflict between Romania and (Boshevik) Hungary 
between April and August 1919. The study intends to examine the relation 
between the Romanian-Hungarian war and the Peace Conference. At the 
same time, the study proposes an analysis of the provisions concerning the 
frontiers in the Peace Treaty of Trianon, from the point of view of comparison 
with the other Peace Treaties concluded within the Conference and, at the 
same time, from the perspective of the relevance of the respective provisions 
for the subsequent international law documents – with a focus on the 
bilateral treaties between Romania and Hungary. 

Alina ILINCA, Liviu Marius BEJENARU (National Council for the Study of the 
Securitate Archives, Bucharest, Romania): About terrorism and communism 
in the vision of Karl Kautsky and Leon Trotsky 

Since its inception, the Bolshevik regime has been perceived as a 
real danger, especially as a result of the events of 1918 and 1919, when it 
pursued the expansion to the West, an impression confirmed by the Central 
European Revolutions. For this reason, the Bolshevik dictatorship has been 
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strongly criticized by important representatives of European Social 
Democracy. 

One of these was Karl Kautsky, a German philosopher and one of the 
prominent founders of the 2nd Socialist International. His book, Terrorism and 
Communism. A contribution to the natural history of revolution, which emerged 
in the summer of 1919, when the echoes of Germany's radical left revolution 
were not extinguished, is a critique of the Leninist view of the use of terror as 
a means of government. Kautsky considers that socialism without democracy 
is inconceivable and that only by ensuring the majority in Parliament through 
free elections, socialism could triumph in Russia. 

A year later, appeared the book Terrorism and Communism. A reply to 
Karl Kautsky, written by Leon Trotsky, conceived in the train that led him to 
the fronts of the Russian Civil War. The book had a strong polemic character, 
Trotsky using language then becoming characteristic of Soviet political 
argumentation. For Trotsky, „the man who repudiates terrorism in principle 
must reject all the idea of the political supremacy of the working class and its 
revolutionary dictatorship and thus repudiates the Socialist Revolution”, 
Kautsky being labeled as a „hypocritical conciliator”, „despicable”, „libelous”, 
„total nullity”. 

In the history of Marxist philosophy, Karl Kautsky will remain as a 
thinker for whom the revolution should not mean a definitive and unique act 
of violence, armed rebellion or bloody civil war, while Trotsky as Lenin will be 
rightly considered as the founders of the totalitarian party. 

Nicolae IUGA („Constantin Rădulescu-Motru” Philosophy Institute, Romanian 
Academy): The European consequences of the war between Romania and 
Hungary in the spring-summer of 1919 

 In the first part of 1919, the neighboring country Hungary 
experienced from its own experience the danger of bolshevization. A 
Moscow agent, Béla Kun, has tried and succeeded for about half a year to 
turn Hungary into a Soviet "Republic". Béla Kun agreed with the Soviet power 
in Moscow to conduct a joint military action against Romania and to make 
the junction between his army and the Red Army somewhere on the territory 
of North Transylvania, carrying a telegraph correspondence with Lenin in 
person. 

Under these conditions, on April 16 1919, Béla Kun formally declares 
war against Romania and triggers the hostilities from the West along the 
entire length of the Romanian front, along the line Brad - Câmpeni - Ciucea - 
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Zalău - Baia Mare. The advancement of the Russian Bolshevik Army from 
Soviet Ukraine was stopped in the north by the Czech Army and in the south 
by the Romanian Army on the Nistru. Then Romania vigorously attacked the 
West front, determined Béla Kun's armies to retreat, and in less than two 
weeks, on April 29 1919, it reached the Tisza River. In the second stage of the 
Romanian offensive, at the end of July and the beginning of August, the 
Romanian Army was again victorious, occupying Budapest on 4 August 1919. 

Jason KOUTOUFARIS-MALANDRINOS (University of Thessaloniki, Greece): 
The justification of the Allied Intervention in Russia (1918-1919) 

The forces behind the Allied Intervention in the Russian Civil War 
were rather disunited in their motives and objectives: rescuing the 
Czechoslovak Legion, reestablishing the Eastern Front, suppressing or at least 
containing Bolshevism, creating buffer states, obtaining or bargaining 
territorial gains. How could this mess of considerations be transformed into a 
sufficiently coherent mesh of political, moral and legal arguments? How were 
the principal actors able to justify their actions? This paper will look into the 
official and unofficial reasons for intervention invoked during this short but 
crucial series of expeditions, in the hope that this research could shed some 
light on why the Bolshevik threat was not averted after all. 

Aurelian LAVRIC (Centre for Defense and Security Strategic Studies of 
Armed Forces Military Academy ”Alexandru cel Bun”, Chișinău, Republic of 
Moldova): Bolshevik propaganda in the context of the problem of 
recognition of the Union of Bessarabia with Romania: fakes and realities 

After the Union of Bessarabia with Romania (March 28, 1918), the 
diplomatic negotiations for its recognition by the states of the international 
community and by Soviet Russia began. It turned out to be a difficult process. 
The historian Alexandru Boldur mentioned some of the factors that 
contributed to the delay in the diplomatic recognition of the union: “Jews' 
resentment to Romania, the appetites of the trusts behind President Wilson, 
the pressure of the Russian emigrants in Paris”, and last but not least, the 
Bolshevik propaganda of the Russian government. In spite of the recognition 
of the union of Bessarabia with Romania by the Supreme Council of the Allies 
(March 3, 1920), of the International Convention on the Bassarabian Issue 
(October 28, 1920), between the representatives of England, France, Italy and 
Japan, on the one hand and Romania, on the other hand, Russia refused to 
recognize the act of union, using the subsequent talks with Romania “as a 
propaganda platform” (e.g., the Russian-Romanian conference from Vienna 
(March 28, 1924), which followed another one in Warsaw (1921). The 
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approaches of the Bessarabian problem by Romania and Russia were 
diametrically opposed: while Romania emphasized the ethnic, historical, 
cultural community of Bassarabian population with that from Romania, 
Russia addressed the issue from a legal perspective (lack of a plebiscite in 
1918, the validity of the Russian-Turkish treaty on 16/28 May 1912, in 
Bucharest) and a social one – the necessity of the so-called “liberation of the 
workers and peasants of Bessarabia from the bourgeois and landlords yoke of 
Romania”. The arguments used by Soviet Russia were largely based on 
counterfeits and did not take into account the indisputable national rallies. 
However, Bolshevik propaganda, together with the other factors, succeeded 
for decades to induce into a part of international community the false 
perception of Bessarabia's appurtenance to Russia.  

Gabriele MASTROLILLO (Sapienza University of Rome, Italy): The Hungarian 
Soviet Republic and the left wing of the Italian Socialist Party 

The aim of this paper is to analyse the reactions of the left wing of 
the Italian Socialist Party (Partito Socialista Italiano, PSI) to the Hungarian 
Soviet Republic of 1919. The Communist rise in Hungary was an event that 
originated enthusiasm and optimism within the fragmented PSI left wing, 
from which there will be the Livorno Split of 1921 that originated the 
Communist Party of Italy. In 1919 this wing had, as its main leaders, Giacinto 
Menotti Serrati, Amadeo Bordiga, and the young Antonio Gramsci. After a 
brief introduction on the historical context (the Red Biennium in Central and 
Eastern Europe), on the specific historiography (the few works about this 
topic in Italy), and on the Italian government’s policy toward the Garbai-Kun 
regime, the paper will examine primary sources such as articles published in 
the three most important national newspapers related to the left wing: the 
Neapolitan “Il Soviet” (edited by Bordiga), the Turinese “L’Ordine Nuovo” (led 
by Gramsci, Palmiro Togliatti, Umberto Terracini, and Angelo Tasca), and the 
Milanese “Compagni!”. In this way this paper will be able to give a clear and 
complete image of the perception of those events that had the left wing of 
one of the most important European Socialist parties (that in 1919 had 
around 200.000 members), whose reactions to this event could work as an 
example of those that the other left wings of the Socialist parties (those that 
originated the Communist parties) had. 

Alin MATEI (University of Bucharest, Romania): The United States, Romania 
and the Hungarian Soviet Republic 

The lack of a coherent policy of the Entente towards revolutionary 
Hungary generated what was sometimes regarded in Romania as an 
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existential threat but it also created opportunities as it increased Romania’s 
freedom of maneuver.  The paper focuses the US-Romanian diplomatic 
conflict caused by the radically different policies with regard to the Bolshevik 
regime in Hungary and it explores the complicated relationship between the 
Great Powers and regional and local actors in Eastern Europe. 

Giuseppe MOTTA (Sapienza University of Rome, Italy): Bolshevik and Anti-
Bolshevik Violence against the Jewish Communities of Poland and Ukraine 
(1918-1920). The documents of the Joint Distribution Committee 

The outbreak of the Russian Revolutions, in 1917, meant a rapid 
change in the political situation of the Jewish groups of Russia, who 
experienced in a very short time the long expected reforms of their civil 
status, the rise of a new regime and the collapse of the Empire, the outbreak 
of new local conflicts in the context of the Russian Civil War, the creation of 
new national States. On the one side, the political events the Jews dealt with 
included a variety of options and developments in culture and society, on the 
other, the Jews of Poland and Ukraine were just in the middle of this chaotic 
phase and experienced the tragic consequences of this season of violence 
and ethnic hatred. In Ukraine, in particular, Jews suffered because of an 
extreme radicalization of political struggles and of a rapid brutalization of 
political violence, which generated different political responses and had 
different implications both at national and international level. 

Alexandru PORȚEANU (Romanian Academy, Bucharest, Romania): 
“Bolshevism-antibolshevism”, as propagandistic, disguised formulas, for 
territorial disputes 

The clarification of the content of the terminology referring to 
Bolshevism from historic and linguistic point of view (etymology, semantics 
a.s.o,), differs from the political-ideological tendentious interpretations. In the 
autumn of 1917, the successful result of the 25oct.o.s./7nov.n.s. bolshevic 
coup d’etat in Russia brought about communism as a political-state reality, 
the set up of the first form of a new social-political regime which will put a 
mark on the world  history up to its collapse and abolition in the  1989-1991 
years and which still has decreasing  reminiscences  in the present. From the 
global historic perspectives, Bolshevism appears as the image of the Russian, 
Soviet form of communism, as a political current not as a state form. During 
the political effervescence at the end of the First World War, communist 
parties set up in some European countries, none of them adopting a 
bolshevic title. In March 1918, in Moscow, the III Communist International 
Association (Komintern) was created and it subordinated all the communist 



The international scientific conference “THE BOLSHEVIK DANGER IN CENTRAL EUROPE IN 1919” 

20 
 

parties transformed into its Sections, but still   without a bolshevic title. In 
territorial problems, Russia claimed initially from Romania only Bessarabia, 
but Komintern extended its territorial objectives to “liberate the peoples” 
from all the Romanian provinces reunited to Romania. In the international 
history of communism, Bessarabia can be considered as a model of the real 
content of Bolshevism, of the territorial disputes of the Soviet Russia with its 
neighbors. The 1919 year brought about some temporary effects, tendencies 
of a territorial expansion of communism to Central Europe (Hungary, 
Germany), but not under the terminology of bolshevic.. The “the bolshevic 
danger” in Europe in 1919 should not be overestimated. The paper also 
evokes some aspects of Romania in the Stalinist period at the beginning of 
1950s, tangent to territorial annexations imposed by U.S.S.R., the 
preponderant objective of Bolshevism as a form of soviet communism. 

Victor RIZESCU (University of Bucharest, Romania): Containing the General 
Strike in the Framework of Labor Politics: Central European Patterns and 
Romanian Peculiarities in the Footsteps of the First World War 

Repeatedly depicted as a set of half-measures marred by a hardly 
disguised slant of plutocratic authoritarianism and meant to (temporarily) 
counteract the Bolshevik danger against the background of the dislocations 
produced by the First World War, the Romanian legislative installment in the 
field of social policies adopted in the 1920’s—stretching from the 
reglementation of labor conflicts in September 1920 to the full-scale legal 
clarification of the framework for the elaboration of labor contracts in April 
1929, and accompanied by the corresponding process of institutional 
development (itself inaugurated by the creation  of the Ministry of Labor and 
Social Care, in March 1920)—has failed  up until the present to be 
convincingly consecrated as a an approach to the social predicament of the 
country combining contextual responses to the external pressures invoked 
with an internal reformist drive articulated over the long run, and well in 
advance of the same exogenous forces of change. 

The description under the label of bare reactionarism of the specific 
legal provisions for administering the growing demand for broadening the 
legal bases of professional associationism—and consisting in the law of 
professional syndicates adopted in May 1921, followed by the one for the 
creation of legal persons, of February 1924—has always stayed at the center 
of the entrenched interpretative views mentioned above. The paper 
proposed accordingly places in focus the respective syndical politics of the 
Romanian governments of the time—set in  comparison with Hungarian, 
Czechoslovak and Polish evolutions  of the sort, on the basis of both domestic 
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informative surveys delivered from within the countries involved and the 
reports on syndical freedom issued from the headquarters of the 
International Labor Organization—in order to consolidate a re-interpretation 
underway of the process by which the defining components of the welfare 
state were shaped along the Romanian historical path. 

Alessandro SALVADOR (University of Nottingham, United Kingdom): The 
Italian intervention in the Russian Civil War and the ‘red scare’ 

Between 1918 and 1920, Italy contributed to the international 
efforts to support the “white” Russian forces and contrast the spread of the 
Bolshevik Revolution. The Italian government not only organized and 
expeditionary corps to fight in East Asia (Siberia), but also took advantage of 
the situation to integrate in this forces some hundreds of ex-POWs of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. These soldiers, belonging to the Italian national 
group within the Danubian Monarchy, volunteered in order to prove their 
loyalty to the new Motherland. They often joined the Italian forces after 
having spent months “abandoned” in revolutionary Russia.  

This essay will discuss the perceptions of the officers of the Italian 
Army on the Russian Revolution, as well as the attitude towards ex-POWs 
that, besides being former members of an enemy Army, were considered 
“infected by the germs of socialism” and subjects to re-education in the 
Italian bases in Siberia. My contribution will consider the sources concerning 
the officers in the field, as well as those illustrating the “red scare” in the 
homeland, especially concerning the repatriation of troops that spent 
considerable time in contact with the revolution.  

The goal is to evaluate to what extent the Italian intervention in 
Siberia affected the growth of the “red scare” at home and the perception of 
the revolution and the rising Soviet government within the Italian 
government in tackling both domestic and international issues.  

Cristian SANDACHE (“Dunărea de Jos” University of Galați, Romania): The 
first episode of Hungarian radical revisionism: The Hungarian Soviet 
Republic 

Communication examines the socio-psychological aspects that 
characterized Hungarian communist experiment typology of the end of 
World War I. 
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Béla Kun regime was the first attempt to maintaining by force, the 
old borders of historical Hungary in an international context very unfavorable 
for Budapest. 

Despite the indisputable opening with a democratic character 
proven by the Károlyi Government, the idea of saving the integrity of St. 
Stephen's Hungary remained the centerpiece of diplomacy in Budapest. 

The Károlyi Government considered that the Belgrade Military 
Convention - of November 13, 1918   had the value of an armistice, while 
representatives of the Entente (and especially the French side) considered it 
to have been only a military convention of regional value and nothing more.  

The Hungarians sought to do their best to keep the old borders of 
Hungary, if not for the most part. Finally, despite its radical communism, even 
Béla Kun's team understood that all the recourse to the mobilization of the 
nation against what the Hungarian public opinion then considered as the 
external threat to its integrity and identity - was the most an important 
argument justifying the holding of political power. 

 The Hungarian Soviet Republic was a strange hybrid of both 
bolshevism and nationalism. One the one hand, it was a child of the Russian 
revolution, and as such, deliberately international. Kun and the other 
revolutionaries assumed that their revolution was a part of an emerging 
general European proletarian revolution and eagerly waited both the victory 
of the Russian revolution in the beginning of upheavals in Austria and 
Germany. On the other hand, without the World War I, the communist 
revolution could not have happened. National self-defense became the most 
important legitimizing factor for the revolution and helped, at least 
transitory, to establish national unity. The merger of the social democrats 
with the communists, and the collaboration of a great part of the officer 
corps and other nationalist elements, all became possible because the 
national question.  

Stefano SANTORO (University of Trieste, Italy): The image of Bolshevism in 
the Italian public opinion in 1919 

In August 1918 the Italian government sent an expeditionary 
military body to Russia in order to fight, together with the Entente forces, 
against the Bolsheviks. This expeditionary body was joined by the Legione 
Redenta (Redeemed Legion), composed of Italian-speaking soldiers of the 
former Austro-Hungarian army who had been previously taken prisoners by 
the Russians and who were then concentrated at the Italian concession of 
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Tianjin in China. In the summer and spring of 1919 all these Italian soldiers 
faced the Bolsheviks and did their utmost to keep the Trans-Siberian Railway 
active in order to allow the supply of “white” armies. 

While the Italian government had taken a clear anti-Bolshevik 
position, most of the Italian labor movement instead openly sympathized 
with Bolshevism: not only the nascent communist movement, headed by 
Antonio Gramsci, but also the “maximalist” (radical) wing of the Italian 
Socialist Party. The so-called “red biennium” (1919-1920), characterized in 
Italy as in a large part of Europe by strikes and factory occupations, saw a 
polarization between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat in the judgment on 
Bolshevism in Russia and the Central-Eastern Europe. 

This presentation aims to analyze the different orientations of Italian 
public opinion towards the Bolshevik phenomenon during 1919, through the 
study of newspapers with a very distant political approach, such as the 
Corriere della Sera and Il Giornale d’Italia, of moderate and conservative 
orientation, on the one hand, and the Avanti! and L’Ordine Nuovo, of socialist 
and revolutionary orientation, on the other. The different positions will be 
studied – also highlighting nuanced or divergent opinions even within the 
two opposing ideological blocks –, in the more general framework of the 
historical events which were occurring in the meantime in Italy and Europe. 

Claudiu Lucian TOPOR (Alexandru Ioan Cuza University, Iași, Romania): 
Bolshevik propaganda on the Romanian front. Public meetings in the year 
1917 

From the beginning of the war, the Romanians and the Russians 
forged a controversial alliance.  The military cohabitation was difficult, being 
fraught with suspicion and mutual blame. The disaster of the campaign in the 
summer of 1916 forced the Romanian authorities to tighten the cooperation 
with the Russian troops. In early 1917, the latter were occupying important 
positions, bringing in significant forces to the Romanian front. The Russians' 
presence in Moldavia had always been considered from the point of view of 
usefulness. Tolerated by the authorities, the Russian allies made very few 
friends among the population. Their intervention, regarded by some as an 
"invasion", had actually been viewed almost always as an extreme necessity. 
Without the Russians' intervention, the frontline in Moldavia could not be 
maintained. But Russia had always been a giant with clay feet: in the last 
years of the war, the empire had faced enormous social convulsions, which 
had caused the collapse of the Tsarist regime, followed by a new, failed, 
attempt to restore democracy, and by events that eventually resulted in the 
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rise of bolshevism, an ideology that many of the contemporaries deemed to 
be one of the "diseases" of the 20th century. The revolutionary events 
influenced the attitude and the behaviour of the troops present at the time in 
Moldavia. The documents found in Romanian archives reveal clearly these 
implications. The year 1917 was filled with turmoil within the outfits of the 
Russian army. Throughout Moldavia, meetings were held, and both officers 
and soldiers attended them. These meetings, discretely monitored by the 
agents of the Romanian Secret Police ("Siguranța Generală"), originally fought 
the defeatist mood in the Russian army and the propaganda in favour of a 
separate peace, despite the fact that, towards the end of the year, they were 
effectively hijacked and used by the Bolshevik agitators. The Russian 
garrisons were debating the events that had taken place in Russia after the 
fall of the Tsar, the social and political reforms, the relations with the allies in 
the Entente, the attitude regarding the continuation of the war. But the 
public meetings reveal the hidden danger that could cruelly hit the 
Romanians' renewed hopes; before the decisive battles of the summer of 
1917, the Russian allies appeared to be weakened by contradictions – 
oftentimes they were hesitant in battle.  It is not by accident that the 
Germans had planned to breach the frontline at Mărășești precisely in the 
sectors defended by the Russians. The fierce resistance put up by some of 
these outfits also reflects a propaganda success. The same way the 
revolutionary meetings had served the Bolsheviks in instrumentalizing "the 
Russian defection", the entire propaganda against the war, encouraging the 
overthrow of the king and inciting the population to rebellion, they also 
strengthened initially the confidence in the war alliance and the conviction 
that the Germans had to be defeated. This explains why the Bolsheviks' feed 
of false information did not produce the expected effects before the 
armistice was signed. The bolshevisation of the meetings in 1917 occurred 
gradually and was directly dependent on the political developments in 
Russia. This presentation focuses on the hypothesis of a progressive shift in 
content, examining the course of revolutionary meetings, the way they are 
reflected in the paperwork produced by the Romanian authorities at the 
time. 
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