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Regionalization in the Interwar Political Discourse
in Romania’

ANDRA KARLA SIENERTH
(Universitatea din Bucus#)

INTRODUCTION

The paper aims to outline the vision of the adntiats/e-territorial
organization, as emanating from the Constitutioh$923 and 1938 and from
the main legislation, and, most importantly, to yide a doctrinal and
ideological context. The interwar period was chamaped by trends towards
administrative unification, manifested both at teeel of the political parties
and among the intellectual elite, taking one of tiweo forms — either
centralization, the governing strings being in Hands of the party in power,
either an administrative regionalism based on deakzation and local
autonomy.

Thus, the main question of the research referseavieight of doctrinal,
intellectual, cultural and territorial affiliationsf the elites in the development
models of administrative-territorial organizatioroposed. We start from the
premise that, despite the unanimously acknowleadppektive of strengthening
the statehood, the persisting different realitinsthe provinces of Greater
Romania that had previously belonged to politictitzal spaces gave rise to
the axis of center-periphery cleavages which wefegsted in public and
political debates of the time on ordering statee Tdmlity was that the historical
provinces now incorporated in the newly formed @&ed&omania Kingdom
had inherited different types of administrative nieworks, shaped by the
dominant powers: French in the Old Kingdom, Hurgarin Transylvania,
Austrian in Bukovina and Tsarist in Bessarabia.l &s Britianu noted, “Their
maintenance, however, allowed for the preservaifca regionalism, foreign to

1A draft ot this article was delivered at the Coefee Cercetare de excelgh —

cunoatere stiinsifica — progres socid| Octobre 30-31, 2014, Romanian Academy, as
part of the READ — program: this work was supporisdthe project “Excellence
Academic Routes in Doctoral and Postdoctoral ReseaflREAD” co-funded from the
European Social Fund through the Development of &turResources Operational
Programme 2007-2013, contract no. POSDRU/159/1.3796.

Danut Radu Sgeati, Modele de regionare politico-administradivTop Form, Bucurgi,
2004, p. 59.
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the soul of the Romanians from the unified provin@nd facilitated to adverse
elements the satisfaction of their needs, agaiesinterests of our peopfe”

The assumption is that the administrative-termororganization
became a subject political, rather than one sjrietthnical, being subordinated
to the interests of politicization of public adnsimation at all levels of the two
dominant political force (the National Liberal Beand the National Peasant Party).

This paper provides a comparative analysis of ttwigions of the
1923 and 1938 Constitutions and the subsequentiordmvs relevant to the
research topic, while aiming to reveal and illugtrdne main divergent currents
of opinion —centralization and regionalization In this regard, a number of
documents (speeches, opinions, lectures, artiglgaphlets, policy documents)
are analyzed, which marked the public debate irirtteewar period. A critical
approach to these visions and research on thddagesframework in place at
the time gives us the opportunity to reveal, on tre hand, the main
advantages and disadvantages of the two trendsparttie other hand, the
context of their manifestation and, not least, poditical decisionper seof
choosing a model over another.

UNCONDITIONAL UNION VS. REGIONALISM

At the level of all historical provinces recentlycorporated into the
Romanian Kingdom, we can identify two affiliationthnse in favor of regional
autonomy and those in favor of complete administaand legal uniformity.
However, it must be noted — and the elites atithe were also aware of this — that
the pre-war realities and aspirations were totdifferent than those emerged after
the Union. These stances heated up vivid debatem@melites and were
brought to the attention of the public opinion tgh the journals at the time.

Transylvania and Bukovina had long been in the fforé of the
political struggle for self-determination and foetRomanian elites residing there
achieving national unification was the ideal of jmgenerations. For instance:

“Before the war, the whole of Transylvania was thatibhal Party, because
for Transylvania there was only one possible potltgt of national preservation, and
this could only be given through everyone’s rallpdar a banner. Liberalism,
democracy, conservatory touch etc., are princigias you can apply on construction
politics, not in defensive politics. After the Uniowe came on the open field of the
large battle that all of us Romanians give for thentry’s consolidatiorf"

3 1. Constantin Bitianu, Activitatea corpurilor legiuitoaresi a guvernului de la ianuarie

1922 paw la 27 martie 1926Cartea RoméaneasBucureati, 1926, p. 23.
Sextil Pycariu, “Regionalism Constructiv'Societatea de mainao. 6, Feb. 8, 1925,
pp. 83-86/p. 83.

4
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Likewise, regarding Bukovina, Sextil faariu recalls the moment when
he received the mandate from lancu Flondor to sutmthe King the petition
for annexation, with instructions to preserve artomaomous status for
Bukovina, but soon after adhered to the idea obraptete and unconditional
union. His initial enthusiasm was however shakerenwhe noticed that the
government officials of the Kingdom were alreadycusing on whom to
designate as prefects in the new provinces: in masges people perceived as
outsiders by the population of Transylvania or Baka. To him, it was already
clear that the “unconditional unification” wouldosobe followed by “regionalism”

The struggles in achieving this unity and harmamreof the different
traditions led to reciprocal accusations from atles. For instance, while
commenting on the accusations brought to the NatiBarty of Transylvania,
Emil Fagure notes:

“Therefore, when in the such Latin politics sparledund the electoral and
administrative regime in Transylvania, the wordsparatism’ and ‘anti-dinasticism’
were thrown, the Committee of the National Partyustidvave readecte regionalism,
provincialism, or decentralism and anger againskihg™.

Similarly, Bessarabian autonomists advocated thedsition by
claiming that the same people the Romanians nowsacktof “separatism” and
“Russophilism”, were accused under the Russian megi of
“Romanianphilism”. In fact, a sense of regionaldmgling had evolved within
the Tsarist rule, given the fact that Moldavia b#ed from a certain degree of
self-governance (including in administration, jostend education), a series of
exemptions (e.g. military service). Under thesewiistances, many of the
Moldavian elites, such as Pantelimon Erhan — whd bkerved in leading
government positions both under the Tsarist and ahiam regimes — could not
conceive that Romanians from the Kingdom would r&ing the internal affairs
of Bessarabia, that Bessarabians alone can manage:

“Romania, coming into Bessarabia, suddenly wantedddetroy all this
administrative and judicial apparatus that for ateey had developed through the
efforts of the Russians but also of the Moldavigns] And not to forget that the
century long Russian dominion has created a Bessarabgionalism, just like it
created an Ukrainian, Lithuanian, Polish etc. gn€} This regional solidarity has not
been destroyed with all the annexation to Romanid. And our desire is legitimate:
our people understand better our needs, and oiredssalso justified: the Romanians
that came until now, even those who have investied af goodwill and longing to do
us good, have caused us only nuisance, for theit Hoaw us and have in their best
intentions bad and inappropriate gestures to out. $§0.] Bessarabia must be led by

5 Ibidem.
5 Adevirul, no. 11044, Apr. 4, 1920, p. 1.
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Bessarabians! This is the slogan of the Bessaralzindsnot just of those that call
themselves autonomists, but also of those that segfay by the center’s directives”

So, as Pscarilf notes, regionalism emerged on the one hand, direto
inability of the Transylvanians to adapt to the neivcumstances and, on the
other hand, due to “their natural reaction agatimsse who impeded them from
validating themselves at home. Yet, always dueh® Kkack of reciprocal
knowledge among the brothers having long lived undeying circumstances”.
Therefore, as many contemporary authors appeatedudoh small setbacks or
misapprehensions in the course of national unificatvere not to be regarded
as insurmountable, but rather as expressions ohd#tienalist passions of a
political and cultural elite that had long foughetstruggle for assertion of their
identity.

As a consequence, as early as 1920, it became tblgiathe balance
leaned towards administrative unification and déedimation: Sergie Ni,
Minister of Bessarabia, was quoted saying that @Gwernment hoped to
achieve the largest decentralization in the adrnatisn of the counties and
towns, the latter being granted most of the rigiteces of Bessarabian,
Transylvanian and Bukovinan legislation were tacbesidered in this procéss
The process of administrative unification and refawvas however gradual. By
abolishing the General Directorates from these ipo®s, which had in their
turn become embedded with regionalist ambitions/e@athe way to the
centralization of the state authority. This centralization of reutty was
accompanied however by transferring many of thebations of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs to the prefectures and munitiijes'.

As Julian Peter notes, “for many publicists, adstnative reform is
enacted through the extension of administrativeedialization, which many
wrongfully identify as autonomy. For others, refoism summarized in one
word: regionalism™. Therefore, he draws a conceptual distinction betwthe
originary autonomyand thederived autonomyThe former refers to the local
liberties historically gained by concentrationspefople (e.g. boroughs), as the
result of a long struggle, which in time becametawary law and only more
recently were harmonized by law with the natiomaiests. The latter derives
from the progress of democratic ideals, liberalibat, also from the increased
complexity of social and economic life, technicabdascientific achievements
etc., thus being linked to the modern idea of State

7 Adevirul, no. 11289, Jan. 21, 1921, p. 2.

Sextil Pgcariu, “Regionalism...cit.”.

9 Adevirul, no. 11238, Nov. 18, 1920, p. 4.

10|, Constantin Bitianu, Activitatea corpurilor legiuitoare .cit.

1 Julian M. Peter, “Reforma administratly Revista Fundgilor Regale anul I, no. 5,
1935, pp. 368-391/p. 368 .
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As the author claims:

“Authentic democracy, based on the thorough equafithe citizens, on the
sacred and inalienable individual rights, requiaktdactions of the nation to be subject
to the same regime. [...] Each political territonatit is organized according a uniform
and obligatory model imposed by organic laws. Toevgrs of the local authorities
derive from the will of central legislative pow&enuine democracy is rationalist, and
therefore tends towards uniformity, towards precisel well-defined architectonic
forms, towards universality®.

Peter (1935) thus emphasizes the fact tthetentralization in its
juridical meaning, is devoid of any political aspdieing understood as a means
of administration, fully compatible with the notiaf a unitary state. In this
sense, he argues that decentralization does natimpeefighting against center
or even mistrusting it, but rather provides for igigion of the attributions
between the central power and the local authoriis®stablished by the central
legislative power, in the name of the nation. Tlegrde of decentralization is
given by the degree of freedom that is granteti¢csub-national administrative
units. So, “decentralization bursts from an actnational will, while the
autonomy from a local demands movemé&at’The key features of
decentralization are local elections, meaning tletigpation of the local
population to the management of local affairs, freé deliberation on issues
declared by the legislator as being of local oiaegl interest.

Petet* (1935) also highlights the notion déconcentrationdefined as
a set of administrative measures by which the akgttvernment organizes the
exercise of its compentencies, primarily by meah&delegation of powers”.
This can occur in three ways: (i) the State createahe periphery institutions
and personnel for its services; (ii) the State ghkaies certain powers to the
personnel and the organs of the autonomous or tlalieed public
administration; (iii) a mixed system, by which tBeate establishes some own
territorial administrative structures, while delégg other powers to the local
administrations.

The latter was the case of Romania. Decentraliziirastration was
active at county and communal level, through tH#emtive bodies (councils),
whereas deconcentration occurred at county letebgh its own organs, the
prefectand thecounty state servicgsat the level of the “plase” (through the
“primpretor’) and at communal level (through theotary, as organ of the
central government, and theayor, as organ of the local administration).

12 |bidem,p. 377.
13 |bidem p. 379.
4 Ibidem.
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LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

The Constitution of 1923

As already mentioned, following the Great UniorDaicember 1, 1918,
Romania was faced with the simultaneous existentefoar different
administrative regimes in the Old Kingdom, Trangylia, Bessarabia and
Bukovina. The Old Kingdom was based on the systatroduced by the
legislative efforts in 1864 and 1866; Transylvawias endowed with a system
based on the principle of decentralization; Bukavfeatured an archaic-type
organization, with a multitude of nationalities; 93arabia was characterized by
the existence of a system dominated by the Tsspist, with local autonomy
only in appearance, the citizen being compelledciept without contesting an
absolutist regin&. The coexistence of these four regimes having tbein
characteristics, embedded in one form of statelwdlde course of institutional
framing, led to the emergence of a wide array dbatances regarding these
provinces’ demographics, territory, layout, resicenetc’®, precipitating a
heated debate among elites concerning the dradfiagcoherent territorial and
administrative organization.

A first milestone in the consolidation process whaes adoption of the
Constitution of 1923. At the end of 1918, in thentext of a series of internal
and external challenges, the Liberal National Pasdg considered by the King
as the suitable to address these challenges andthuascalled to govern.
Among the measures adopted by it in the immedidenaath, we can name the
Decrees from December 1918 aimed at achievingrifiary national staté

The following years witnessed numerous politicahstens and
governmental instability. Although a review of t@enstitution was called for,
in compliance with “the duty to take measures fbe tlegislative and
administrative unification throughout the Romanistate”, the moment for
adopting a new Constitution was delayed. Only whiem Liberals regained
power (1922) was a state of political stabilityaddished, allowing the Liberals
to bring on the public and political the necessitydopting a new Constitution.

In this deliberative context, we can also inclulde view expressed by
Constantin Stere, that this legislative act shdaddenforced at the level of the
unified provinces only by “their expressly and frestated will*®. Hence, it is

15 Aurelian Stroe, Constityia din 1923 Tn dezbaterea contemporanilddumanitas,

Bucursati, 1990, p. 408.

Danut Radu Sgeati, Modele de regionare.cit., p. 57.

Eufrosina Popesclin istoria politici a Romaniei. Constitia din 1923 Editura Politig,
Bucurati, 1983, p. 63

Constatin, StereAnteproiect la Constifie Tntocmit de seg@m de studii a Partidului
Taranesg Tipografia Vigaa Roméaneadc Bucurati, 1922, pp. 14-16.

16
17

18
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underlined the need to convene the ConstituentoNaltiAssembly in order to
draft the new Constitution, thus recognizing thesiun of the National Liberal
Party to emanate the Constitution. Acknowledgirgrieed to replace the 1866
Constitution, a number of preliminary constitutibdeafts were put forward by
different political forces: the National Liberal ig the Peasant Party and the
Romanian Communist Party, as well as by membetheoAcademia, such as
Professor Bo# or Professor Berariu.

In March 1923, the debate on the articles of thet dConstitution took
place, which concerned a total of 138 articles. atile of particular interest
to our research theme (regionalization) is regardive territory of Romania,
which stipulated that “the Kingdom of Romania, witthe current borders, is a
unitary andindivisible state™®.

Unlike the 1866 Constitution, where under this chetiit was only
mentioned the indivisibility of the state, in tmgw context the termnitary
arises, whose role was to reinforce the state’syuat the expense of
federalism or regionalism procesSe®ue to the insistence from Nicolae lorga
and Simion Mandrescu to add in the above said flatiom also thenational
character of the state, following a vote, the addptiording of this first article
of the Constitution proclaimed that the “Kingdom Rbmania is a national,
unitary and indivisible state’Also under Title I, on the Romanian territory,
under Article 4 it is stated that “the territory Rbmania, from an administrative
point of view, is divided in counties, and the ctes in communes. Their
number, scope and territorial subdivisions will éstablished according to the
layout provided for in the laws of administrativeyanization™.

At the time, seizing the momentum of drafting a €itation that would
respond to the new economic, social, administragite situation, the Romanian
Social Institute has also organized a series ddtdslyegarding the provisions of the
new constitutional act. Anibal Teodorescu (1922niversity professor — opened
this debate on April 30, 1922 by highlighting teasons which lead to the need for
new regulations in the field of administrative-tenial organization, in the context
of the coexistence of different models defineddooadance with the policies of the
governments from Budapest, Vienna and Petersbiigs, Bfter admitting the need
for such reform, Anibal Teodorescu mentioned twpadrtant aspects to be taken
into account before formulating the new organizafmrms in the legislative text:
firstly, the new organization should not be achitly expanding administrative
model of the Old Romanian Kingdom on the new Roaraprovinces, not being a
model free of imperfections and, secondly, the mesdel should not be taken over

19
20

Eufrosina Popescin istoria politici a Roméaniei.cit., p. 183.

Alexandru, Lascarov-Moldoveanu, Sergiu lonesConstityiunea Romaniei din 1923
adnotat: cu dezbateri parlamentargi jurisprudenre, Tipografia Curierul Judiciar,
Bucurati, 1923, p. 7.

2L Aurelian StroeConstityia din 1923..cit., p. 611.
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from the administrative-territorial organizationaforeign country and transposed
to the national context. In this sense, the designnew organizational model must
take into account, on the one hand, the specitgigipns of the Administrative
Law and, on the other hand, the national traditionsspecificity.

The two main reforms listed are ttepoliticization of the administration
which would determine some degree of stabilityhim éxercise of the function of a
public servant andecentralization Regarding the communes and municipalities,
Teodorescu advocates the application of the plaoipautonomy, as derived from
decentralization. He further suggests finding thptincal scaling of the
administrative divisions (e.g. introducing dissidbr communes with more than
50,000 inhabitants) and reconsidering the relatipnsetween the local level and
the central government (e.g. providing municipaditivith a high concentration of
population the same power as the counties). Aadaounties are concerned, their
size and attributions should match their scope,orethe one hand, being large
enough to generate the revenues necessary td thefif mission of coordinating
the administration of the communes and, on therdthed, having distinctive
competencies compared to the center (which alsdiesnthe limitation of the
prefect’s role).

Another factor considered by Anibal Teodorescuntsoducing a new
administrative level between the state and the tgoputie region which,
through deconcentration, would ease the adminigtrdiurden on the central
government and would render the activity at codewel more efficient, given
that counties would be subordinated to the regidme justification for the
introduction of the regions is that there are pulbleeds that are shared by a
population of a given state, which are superiotthtose of the counties but
inferior to those of the nation. Most of these derirom the particularities of
terrain, specificities of the predominant econoagtvity.

George Grigorovici — former Senator, who deliveeedpeech at the
Romanian Social Institute on January 19, 1922 e aigported the cause of
decentralization, but advocated a

“[...] federal form, which is the most democratltat can be envisaged, because the
federative form is the foundation of the strongstsites from the combative point of
view in war, as military, and from a national, cu#ll point of view and even as a
unitary national staté?,

Thus, he sees the organization of Greater Romartarssisting

“of a Constitution and a Federal Parliament withcggeattributions regarding the
control over autonomous institutions, the armyafice, railways and other issues [...],
because only by conferring to the various provincemplete freedom to develop

2 |bidem p. 117.
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according to their traditions and real means, thele could progress, by progress of
the parts®.

Also in the sphere of public debates at the timavivat concerns the
administrative organization of the state, we catribs the draft prepared in
1919 by Costache Negruzzi. He argued for the eskabént of a system based
on the principle of administrative decentralizatiamhich would divide the
territory into three provinces that have legal pesadity, with capitals in
Bucharest, Ig and Cluf®. In this system proposed by Negruzzi, services and
central authorities are decentralized at the lef/éhe provincial capitals, taking
the form ofgeneral directoratesubordinated to different areas that were not
deconcentrated, but decentralized, enjoying autgnothe only bodies
supposed to remain centralized at the level of Brest, are Ministries of
Foreign Affairs, War and Navy. At the level of edetovince, a Council would
be assembled for a period of one month each yéwmr.Clouncil could vote on
the dismissal of its leadership. Although the prbjeut forward by Negruzzi
supports the implementation of a high degree obraary, his approach does
not go beyond administrative decentralization, eitice Council, unlike the
central bodies, cannot make laws.

It can be concluded, after analyzing these viewshenadministrative-
territorial reorganization following the Great Uniothat the trend is towards
deregulation, devolution and even federalizatiorilav respecting (and
preserving) the different characteristics of thpimeéd provinces.

In this context, the 1923 Constitution emerges siared to be the act
of unification because it had “the role of a polifi and legal instrument, of a
integrator binder [...] of the economic, territdripolitical and spiritual binding
and welding of Greater Romanfa” The constitutional provisions on
administrative-territorial organization will be ndgted in 1925 through the Law
of 14 June.

Law of Administrative Unification of June 14, 1925

In order to draft this unifying Administrative Lava, commission was
instituted (Commission for the Study of a New Assition of the Counties),
consisting of 7 members with different professiobatkgrounds. The main
findings revealed the persisting demographic, ttaral and infrastructural

Z |bidem p. 121.

2 Bogdan Dumitru, “Federalism and Regionalism in RaamarPolitical Thinking in the
Interwar Period” Studia Europeano. 1, 2012, pp. 15-37.

% Angela BanciuRolul Constitgei din 1923 in consolidarea udijii nasionale, Editura
Stiintifica si Enciclopedid, Bucurati, 1988, p. 211.
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disparities, their recommendation being the esthbient of sufficiently large
counties (300,000-400,000 inhabitants). Thus, finsh phase, the Commission
proposed the abolition (by merger) of 28 counti@sd then, in a second
proposal, reducing the number of dismantled cosrtie half. Both proposals
were rejected, and finally only 6 counties werelished by merger (Bukovina)
and one split (CagaSeverin), resulting in a structure with a total 6f
countie$®.

The county was endowed with legal personality, ¢peire basic unit of
the administrative-territorial organization, hiataically placed immediately
below the state level, so that the county counedse directly subordinated to
the central authorities. However, due to the fabattcounties were
demographically, economically and territorially fdient, an underlying
administrative framework was created, in the forihmunisterial directorates
and provinces(“tinuturi”) that would allow the counties’ associatiavith the
purpose of undertaking joint projects at macroaegl levet’.

According to I.C. Bitianu® (1926), the administrative reform took into
account the most democratic principles: (i) therip to develop the local life,
(ii) a dutiful, healthy decentralization that wouldt enfeeble the unity of the
State, (iii) public participation in the adminidixee affairs of a large spectrum
of local society, (iv) thorough citizen control olaw enforcement, (V)
introduction of longer terms in office for commureaid county councils, (vi)
independence of the communal and county councita finy political influence
and (vii) ensuring financial resources in the b#m#flocal authorities.

We can therefore conclude that the organizatioraehresulting from
this Law is a strong centralist one, lacking anyactical application of
decentralization, even though in the explanatorymorandum and in the
Article 108, Chapter V of the 1923 Constitution (@fhbasically precedes this
Law) this principle is stated.

Law on the Organization of Local Government
from August 3, 1929

Maniu government’s stated aim was to improve logalblic
administration by enhancing the application of tdeeentralization principle.
This trend towards regionalization appeared in Rdmadue to domestic
pressures (i.e. the difficulties arising from thdcecement of the 1925 Law, the

% Danut Radu Sgeati, Modele de regionare.cit., p. 60.
27 Ibidem,p. 63.
2 | Constantin Bitianu, Activitatea corpurilor legiuitoare.cit.
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interest in the functioning of decentralizationdbautonomy, the specificity of
the administration in each province), as well agmmal influences, namely the
status that the regional system witnesses in Wegpeiblic discourse, as
articulated by Ratzel, Bryce, Vidal de la Blanche?

In this context, in 1929 the Law for the Organiaatiof Local
Administration was drafted, which introduced thewad mentioned structures:
the ministerial directorates. It must be noted tihat final choice of the term
“ministerial directorates” was chosen against “oedifollowing a compromise,
due to the Liberals’ objection that the latter tecould have been associated
with regionalization, which they perceived a mentcéhe unitary state. There
were 7 such ministerial directorates, named afteirtcapital cities, and
partially overlapped with the historical provinceBhey were designed in
compliance with the ethnic criteria and by respegtihe existing traditional
contacts within the urban syst&m

In the document entitled “Manifesto of the governmméowards the
country. Program for the moral and economic regpeérthe country”, dating
from 1928, Maniu claimed that “through the admirasve reform, local
autonomy and decentralization through councilstete®y universal suffrage
will be achieved and the political interference tbé central power in local
government will be exclude®; thus creating the prerequisites for efficient use
of institutional resources, elimination of corrgstiand accountability of the
public servants. In counterpart to the local autop@onferred, a mechanism of
administrative tutelagevas introduced.

The existence of ministerial directorates abrupglyded when the
National Liberal Party came to power, just two \geaifter their implementation,
because they regarded these ministerial direcoredangerous to achieving
national unity.

Thus, after 1931, once the ministerial directoratese abolished and
until 1936, a total of 11 laws amending the Law 1829 were issued,
culminating in the new Law on the Administrativeg@nization of 2% March
1936. It provided, in accordance with Article 4tbé Constitution of 1923, for
the territorial organization intoountiesandcommunesas well as the so-called
“plasé. There are a set of provisions that bring badeatralized character to
administrative model, devoid of the local autonoragd decentralization
previously implemented by the Law from 1929, sushtla ability, in certain
circumstances, appointing the mayor by the prefetiie Interior Minister.

In the case of Romania, Julian Peter points ouam@adox in what
concerns the adoption of the Law on the Organimatib Local Government
from 1929: it was embedded with an “ultra-democradieology”, based on

2 paul Negulescu, Romul Bajl George Alexianu,Codul administrativ adnotatTipo

Moldova, Iai, 2013, p. 245.

Danut Radu Sgeati, Modele de regionare.cit., p. 63.

Gheorghe Sbhaiin Partidele politice din Romania. 1918-1940. Progragieorientari
doctrinarg Sylvi, Bucureti, 2001, p. 161.
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which the principle of decentralization was appliedhe extent that it provided
a genuinederivate autonomya legal juridical institution emanating from the
center, characterized by a territorial and servizdsed decentralization. In
practice, however, when confronted with the inficeof the executive power,
this derivate autonomy was diminished to the exdéan ordinary decentralization.

Another particularity is the existence of two pubBervants — the
prefect and the notary, who are representatives of central power (and thu
hierarchically subordinated to it), but also haigngicant attributions in the
decentralized administration. Both of them repredba liaison between the
local deliberative bodies and the central goverrtfien

The Constitution of February 24, 1938

Similar to the structure of the 1923 Constitutithe first article on the
territory of Romania provided that the state isatiamal, unitary and indivisible
one, thus being dismissed from the start the thainfiederalism, which “would
hinder the consolidated and fully accomplished nribthe provinces, so long
living under various dominion&® Unlike the previous Constitution, the 1938
Constitution does not expressly specify the tematadivision in counties and
communes, being “intended to give to the ordinagdlator the right to arrange
the Country’s administration also in other shdpe”

According to the advocates of this approach, thecyples that should
structure the new administrative organization & #tate are: the primacy of
jurisdiction, the abolition of artificial adminigttive-territorial units, order in
administration and authority, organization and eysttization of administrative
work, division of the State territory in the prow@s and commun&s

The Administrative Law of August 14, 1938

The Administrative Law of 14 August 1938 came asesult of the
repeal of the 1923 Constitution and the adoptioCarfol's Constitution of 24
February 1938. This new Law provides that “the loadministration is
exercised by the following territorial constitueesicomuna(commune)plasa
(municipality),judeul (county) andinutul (land)”.

32 Julian M. Peter, “Reforma...cit.”, pp. 384-385.

33 Andrei Ridulescu,Cinci conferie finute la radiq 2" Edition, Tipografia “Cuvantul
Roméanesc”, Bucusd, 1939, pp. 10-11.

34 Ibidem,p. 11.

3 Julian M. Peter, “Principiile nouei legi admimitive”, in Enciclopedia Romanigiol I,
Imprimeria Naionak, Bucurati, 1938, p. 311.
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So the novelty is the macro-territorial structuralled ¢inutul (the
Land), constituted by adjoining several countibs, ltaw finally introducing 10
such Lands. In the context of the creation of the=e structures, the counties,
which until 1938 had legal personality, became $ripontrol and devolution
constituencies of the general administratin’being deprived of legal
personality, which is in turn conferred to the Lan@ihe counties regained their
legal personality only two years after, by the &dwp of Law no. 577 of
September 20, 1940.

What characterized the Lands and what actuallyingigsished them
from the ministerial directorates is that the formesre based on the principle
of centralization and diminishing of local autongnbeing ruled by a royal
resident appointed by King CarofllIn reality, the purpose of these Lands was
to provide a better organization of local commesitias a result of the devolution of
the central system through the transfer of poweetke regional governor.

It must also be noted that this structure, the ,lamals not consistent
with the historical layouts (e.g. historical praa@s), because their goal was to be

“well-defined geographic and economic entities,ngimg together the fraternal
inhabitants of the new Romania, according to theat needs, according to their natural
geographical layout, according to the commonalite@nomic life, according to the
resources they hav&”

Yet, by analyzing the layout, some cases clearlywslan arbitrary
demarcation of these Lands.

The most relevant debates at the time concerniagrteaning of the
administrative system reform are those organizedAbyand Gilinescu. He
claims that this change was facilitated by theldisiament of the new political
regime, emanating from the Constitution of Februaty1938. Furthermore, he
argues that the administrative reform would notehdeen possible if the
introduction of a new political regime were not aepanied by the restoration
of peace and internal stability. In portraying tregsh reality that triggered such
action, Armand @linescu points out that:

“All the elements of anarchy were unleashed, theaidf authority was
weakened; order was deteriorated, but order wasvedtds restored, the state authority
regained its prestigé”

36 Mihai T. OroveanuQrganizarea administrativsi sistematizarea teritoriului Th R.S. Romania

EdituraStiintifica si Enciclopedid@, Bucurati, 1986, p. 171.

Raularian RusiQrganizarea spéului georgrafic in BanatMirton, Timisoara, 2007, p. 231.
Armand Gilinescu, “Spiritul noului regim administrativ”, iEnciclopedia Romanigill,
Imprimeria Naionak, Bucurati, 1938, p. 4.

Idem Noul regim Imprimeria Central, Bucursti, 1939, p. 57.
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In the same context, we have the speech withinpéadiamentary
debates in the Senate, delivered by Victor lamankich statednter alia that

“at the Ministry of Interior, in addition to defeimd) public order and restoring it, an
administrative reform was also made, which decéréd services and enabled it to
function according to local interests, ensuringttee same time a fruitful and fair
management and enabling a serious developmentrdbcal life as it has always been
desired, but has never been achieved until té8ay”

CONCLUSIONS

After examining these key moments in the refornthef administrative
structure throughout the interwar period, it carsben that there are two major
trends associated to the forces that succeedeavarmance: on the one hand, a
centralist model promoted by the Liberal Party aaod, the other hand, a
regionalist model by the introduction of macro-maw benefiting from local
autonomy, as promoted by the Peasants Party. Bacatly, both orientations
rally to objective of political and national conses, namely strengthening the
statehood.

What is common to both models, i.e. centralism r@gibnalism, is that
the projected territorial units were strictly diféet aggregations of the old
counties. The fear not to affect the territoriakmrity and national unity of the
new state has allowed only for a moderate apptinatf the principles of
decentralization and devolution, to the newly psmggbintermediate levels and
in a lesser extent to local authorities being coefké only a series of
administrative attributions, but not at all legisla competences. Thus, a state
of subordination of the periphery from the centaswnaintained, the dominant
political force preserving its influence and cohtf@oughout the hierarchie.g.
the mechanism of administrative tutelage introdusgdhe Peasant Party as a
counterweight to local autonomy).

We can conclude that the trends in favor of rediration were
amplified in Romania as a result of internal fastdpolitical instability,
difficulties occurred in law enforcement since 19@8culiarities of administrative
and cultural needs of each province, etc.), botastellectual Western influences.

40 Victor lamandi, “Desbaterile parlamentare. Sehaedina din 28 iunie 1939”,
Monitorul Oficial, no. 9, Part I, 1939, p. 13.
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