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Figure I. Map of Romania during and after the World War II.
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Introduction

On October , , the editors of Neamul evreesc (The Jewish Nation),
one of the main Jewish national newspapers, published an editorial entitled
“We Want Justice: One Hour Earlier” (Vrem dreptate: cu un ceas mai
devreme) reflecting the most important requests of the Jews of Romania to
help them rebuild their lives after the Holocaust. They represented the
voices of the largest Jewish community in postwar Europe outside the
USSR, estimated at ,–, people in . Arguing that
expropriation of property and denial of rights was the second worst
category of antisemitic crimes perpetrated by the pro-Nazi dictatorship
of General/Marshall Ion Antonescu between September  and
August  (the first being mass murder, as Romania had been the
largest Holocaust perpetrating country after Germany), the journalists
emphasized that the Jewish survivors “expected with an understandable
impatience that all the injustices they suffered be fully repaired” by the new
democratic Romania (Figure I.). They expressed their disappointment
about the delay of the “restitution in integrum” (full restitution) of their
rights and wondered about the reasons behind it. Acknowledging the
difficulty of repairing injustices and returning property taken by force
and the lawmakers’ efforts to draft a restitution law, the journalists empha-
sized that postponing full restitution and reparations meant the perpetu-
ation of suffering for many Jews. The journalists also argued that the Jews
who were tortured in the camps or lost their family members were entitled
to reparations and asked lawmakers to adopt a law to immediately address
this injustice after the first restitution law would be enacted. This

 “Vrem dreptate: cu un ceas mai devreme,” Neamul evreesc, Year XXXVII, No.  (October , ):
. Established in  by Jacques Laister, during the post-Antonescu era the independent newspaper
Neamul evreesc was managed by Nicu Laister, who was its editor in chief; see also Lya Benjamin,
“Populaţia evreiască din România în cifre şi date până în ,” in Hary Kuller and Nicolae Cajal
(eds.), Contribuţia evreilor din România la cultură şi civilizaţie (Bucureşti: Hasefer, ); Moses
Rosen, Primejdii, Încercări, Miracole, nd ed. (București: Hasefer, ), .
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newspaper editorial encapsulates the problems, disappointments, and
hopes of many Jewish survivors during their struggle to obtain restitution
and rebuild their lives in post-Nazi Romania. It took several years of
intense domestic and international activism, community organization, and
petitioning from individual Jews and their leaders to achieve some form of
restitution and reparations.
My book shows that while the post-Antonescu governments were

reluctant to return rapidly all the confiscated properties to their former
Jewish owners, the majority of the survivors managed to recuperate their
rights and assets – through court litigation, administrative decisions, or
agreements with the profiteers – and to somehow rebuild their lives and
communities during the first postwar years. I argue that the Romanian
government allowed a significant restitution of “expropriated” and “sold”
property – even though only temporarily – because of its preoccupation with
obtaining favorable terms at the Paris peace negotiations with the Allies,
whom it suspected to have acted under Jewish influence. This led to a
substantial restitution of this type of property by local courts, and Jews won
around  percent of the restitution cases at the Supreme Court. The
restitution process happened until the postwar pro-communist regime that
came to power in March  fully consolidated itself by . Between
 and , the communist government largely abandoned any mean-
ingful restitution. Instead, it pursued its own mass confiscation policies
(deemed “nationalizations”) targeting political enemies and the bourgeoisie,
which led to many survivors losing again their property and rights. Thus, as
restitution scholars such as Itamar Levin and Tatjana Tonsmeyer have
noted, within a decade the Jews of Romania and other countries in
Eastern Europe had suffered a “double theft” of their property.

 Due to documentation difficulties (including the lack of relevant legislation and court decisions) and
space limitations, this study does not include the restitution/reparations for the Roma victims. For
studies examining this topic, see Petre Matei, “Compensation Claims from Romania in the ITS
Collections: Between the Victims and the State Politics,” Jahrbuch des International Tracing Service
(); Petre Matei, “Documenting Micro-Histories of the Romanian Holocaust: The
Compensation Files of the Deportees from Argeș County in the ITS Archives,” Holocaust: Study
and Research  (): –; on the similarities and differences in the documentation, justice, and
memorialization initiatives for the Roma and Jewish survivors in the post-Holocaust era, see Ari
Joskowits, Rain of Ash: Roma, Jews, and the Holocaust (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
); my book also did not cover the reparations paid to Jewish survivors from Romania by other
perpetrating countries. For West Germany’s reparations to Jewish survivors from Bukovina, see
Gaëlle Fisher, Resettlers and Survivors: Bukovina and the Politics of Belonging in West Germany and
Israel, – (New York: Berghahn, ), –.

 Itamar Levin, The Last Chapter of the Holocaust? The Struggle over the Restitution of Jewish Property in
Europe, nd edition (Tel Aviv: Jewish Agency for Israel, ), –; Tatjana Tonsmeyer, “The
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That a communist regime was not interested in the full restitution of
private property of an ethnic-religious minority – perceived by many of its
leaders through the antisemitic stereotype of “Jewish capitalist exploiters
and rootless cosmopolitans” – could not be a surprise. As historians Martin
Dean, Constantin Goschler, Philipp Ther, and Ulrich Herbert have noted,
there is a strong connection between restitution of private property and the
structure of civil property rights. A “liberal economic order based on
private property,” they argued, “has always been a necessary prerequisite
for the restitution of Jewish property,” even if it did not necessarily trigger
such restitution. Aiming to restructure property relations by reducing the
role of private property and increasing the state- and cooperative-owned
property, the Romanian communist regime tolerated private property and
a certain level of restitution for a while as a tactical consideration until it
felt the time was ripe (between  and the s) to pursue its full-
fledged economic policies that included extensive nationalizations.

A putsch organized by King Michael, army officers, and a four-party
political coalition made-up of the National Peasant Party (PNŢ), National
Liberal Party (PNL), Social Democratic Party (PSD), and the Romanian
Communist Party (PCR) toppled the military dictator Ion Antonescu, one
of Hitler’s main allies, on August , . As a consequence, Romania
changed sides: It abandoned the Axis and joined the Allies. Jewish
survivors therefore expected the abolishment of antisemitic policies and
the restoration of their rights, especially the restitution of properties that
had been “nationalized” during the years of Romanianization, –
(the local equivalent of Nazi Aryanization, in the broad sense). In fact, by
the end of summer , the main laws aiming to abrogate and reverse
racial legislation, including Romanianization, had been enacted (/
, /, and /). Even though the new transitional gov-
ernments formally repealed antisemitic legislation rather quickly, reversing
its effects did not go smoothly. This was mainly the result of their political
calculations and of the fact that antisemitism, anti-minority discrimin-
ation, and nationalizing policies had been staples of local society from the
time of the creation of modern Romania, aggravated during the interwar
and, especially World War II (henceforth, WWII) years. The elites of

Robbery of Jewish Property in Eastern European States Allied with Nazi Germany,” in Martin Dean,
Constantin Goschler, and Philipp Ther (eds.), Robbery and Restitution: The Conflicts over Jewish
Property in Europe (New York: Berghahn Books, ), ; Michael R. Marrus, Some Measure of
Justice: The Holocaust Era Restitution Campaign of the s (Madison: Wisconsin University Press,
), –.

 Dean, Goschler, and Ther (eds.), Robbery and Restitution, –.

 Introduction

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009466899.001 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009466899.001


modern Romania used ethno-nationalism, economic nationalism, mis-
ogyny, and ableism for state- and nation-building processes that restricted
the rights of ethno-religious minorities such as Hungarians, Turks,
Armenians, Roma, and, especially Jews, as well as the rights of women
and the disabled.

During their hundreds of years old presence in the territories of
Wallachia, Moldova, and Transylvania, the Jewish communities faced a
long and complex history of peaceful coexistence, discrimination, and
violence. The birth of modern Romania in  – through the union of
the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia – and its accompanying
problems, including poverty, huge social polarization, and political and
inter-ethnic tensions, added to the fin de siècle European ideologies that
intensified local nationalism and antisemitism and the perception of Jews
as “unassimilable” foreigners, politically disloyal inhabitants, and exploiters
of the local society, especially peasants. These intolerant ideas that fre-
quently became policies contributed to the marginalization and impover-
ishment of the majority of the Jews and to the widespread anti-Jewish
violence. Even though the Jews made a major contribution to the eco-
nomic and sociocultural development and modernization of Romania, the
political elites rejected the naturalization of most of the Jewish inhabitants
before WWI in spite of the Great Powers’ pressures to do so. These waves
of discrimination and persecution triggered a significant Jewish emigration
from Romania in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century.

As a result of WWI, Romania more than doubled its territory and
population by acquiring the provinces of Transylvania, Bukovina,
Bessarabia, and Southern Dobrogea (initially annexed at the end of the
Second Balkan War in ). Consequently, the share of minorities grew

 Cornel Ban, Dependenţă și dezvoltare: Economia politică a capitalismului românesc (Cluj-Napoca:
Tact, ); Maria Bucur, Eugenics and Modernization in Interwar Romania (Pittsburgh, PA:
University of Pittsburgh Press, ); Maria Bucur, The Nation’s Gratitude: World War I and
Citizenship Rights in Interwar Romania (Abingdon: Routledge, ); Maria Bucur and Mihaela
Miroiu, Birth of Democratic Citizenship: Women and Power in Modern Romania (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, ); Constantin Iordachi, Liberalism, Constitutional Nationalism, and
Minorities: The Making of a Romanian Citizenship (Leiden: Brill, ); Irina Livezeanu, Cultural
Politics in Greater Romania: Regionalism, Nationalism, and Ethnic Struggle, – (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, ); Bogdan Murgescu, România și Europa: Acumularea decalajelor
economice, – (Iași: Polirom, ); Marius Turda, Eugenism şi antropologie rasială în
România, – (Bucureşti: Cuvântul, ).

 Carol Iancu, Evreii din România -: de la excludere la emancipare (București: Hasefer, );
Iordachi, Liberalism, Constitutional Nationalism; Carole Fink, Defending the Rights of Others: The
Great Powers, the Jews, and International Minority Protection, – (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, ).
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significantly to around  percent by . The Romanian political and
cultural elites resented the increased number of minorities, especially,
Hungarians, Jews, Russians, Ukrainians, and Bulgarians, and suspected
them of disloyalty. The authorities emancipated the Jews following the
Entente’s conditioning the recognition of its territorial acquisitions by the
country’s implementation of equal minority rights (including for Jews).
However, Romania discriminated against some minorities in spite of its
international commitments assumed through the  Peace Treaty, the
Treaty of Minorities, and its membership in the League of Nations, which
triggered domestic and international tensions.

As a result of the newly acquired territories and population, Romania’s
Jewish community grew significantly to more than , according to the
 national census. The Jewish community became more heterogenous
regarding its cultural identity and socioeconomic status. While most of the
Jews of Bessarabia spoke Yiddish and Russian, were religious, rather poor,
and lived in villages and small towns, those from Transylvania were more
affluent, acculturated, and assimilated into the Hungarian minority culture
and society, and were mostly urbanites. The Jews of Bukovina were mostly
acculturated into the Austrian-German culture of the Habsburg Empire,
were more affluent, and mostly urbanized. During the interwar era, all these
different Jewish communities had to adapt to the realities of a new state and
its ethno-nationalist, antisemitic, and centralization policies. They had to
negotiate their place in the broader society and within Romania’s Jewish
community, whose members were on the path of acculturation and assimi-
lation into the Romanian culture and society.

 Gábor Egry, “Phantom Menaces? Ethnic Categorization, Loyalty and State Security in Interwar
Romania,” Hungarian Historical Review , no.  (): –; Keith Hitchins, Rumania,
– (Oxford: Clarendon Press, ); Andrei Cusco, A Contested Borderland: Competing
Russian and Romanian Visions of Bessarabia in the Late Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Century
(Budapest: Central European University Press, ); Cristina Florea, City of Dreams, Land of
Longing: Czernowitz and Bukovina at the Crossroads of Empires (Ph.D. diss., Princeton University,
); Livezeanu, Cultural Politics; Svetlana Suveica, Post-Imperial Encounters Transnational Designs
of Bessarabia in Paris and Elsewhere, – (Berlin: Oldenbourg, ); Leon Volovici,
Nationalist Ideology and Anti-Semitism: The Case of Romanian Intellectuals in the s (Oxford,
New York: Pergamon Press, ); on the League of Nations’ efforts to achieve peaceful
negotiation of conflicts, see Stella Ghervas, Conquering Peace: From the Enlightenment to the
European Union (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, ), –.

 The  census counted both the ethnicity and the religious affiliation declared by the inhabitants.
According to its data, Romania had , Jewish inhabitants based on their religion and ,
based on their ethnicity. Sabin Manuilă (ed.), Recensământul general al populaţiei României din
 decembrie ,  vols. (Bucureşti: Institutul Central de Statistică, –), XXIV.

 Ezra Mendelsohn, The Jews of East Central Europe between the World Wars (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, ); Livezeanu, Cultural Politics; Raphael Vago, Liviu Rotman (eds.). The
History of the Jews of Romania: Between the Two World Wars (Tel-Aviv: The Goldstein-Goren
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Interwar Romania was a multiparty liberal democracy flawed by political
violence, nepotism, clientelism, and corruption and dominated by twomain
parties after the demise of the influential prewar Conservative Party and the
decline of the post–WWI populist parties: the National Liberal Party – a
center right political organization that promoted economic nationalism
through protectionism and industrialization and was led by the Brătianu
family – and the National Peasant Party – a center left party which
advocated for a developed peasant economy based on small farms and
cooperatives and was led mostly by Iuliu Maniu. Both parties promoted
ethno-nationalism and rotated to power in the s and s, though
PNL was more influential in the economy and stayed in power for longer
terms. After he became King for the second time, in , Carol II pushed
for seizing more power and wealth beyond the typical boundaries of a
constitutional monarch. To achieve his goals, Carol II weakened PNL and
PNŢ by encouraging factionalism within these parties in the s (such as
by promoting the PNL faction led by Gheorghe Tătărescu, who served as
prime minister between  and , and from  to ). He also
used the state of exception to suspend the rule of law and encouraged
clientelism and corruption by supporting his business partners from his
inner circle. At the same time, Carol II promoted a project of modernizing
Romania, including its economy, culture, and society.

Gradually, the rise of radical right-wing and anti-minority politics
significantly affected the status and livelihoods of the Jews. A student
movement that started in the s by agitating extreme ethno-nationalist,
antisemitic, and social demands developed into a popular fascist party
(entitled the Legion of the Archangel Michael, henceforth, the Legion)
in the s under the leadership of “Captain” Corneliu Zelea
Codreanu. During the interwar years, the legionaries promoted a radical
discourse against the political establishment and minorities, especially the
Jews, depicted as exploiters of the Romanian peasants and workers and as
disloyal foreigners. They also promoted a cult of violence against their
political enemies and the Jews and disseminated ideas about national

Diaspora Research Center, Tel-Aviv University, ); Ladislau Gyémánt, Evreii din Transilvania:
Destin istoric (Cluj-Napoca: Institutul Cultural Român, ).

 Cosmin Sebastian Cercel, “Reversing Liberal Legality: Romania’s Path to Dictatorship
–,” Journal of Romanian Studies , no.  (): –; Cosmin Cercel et al. (eds.),
States of Exception: Law, History, Theory (London: Routledge, ); Hitchins, Rumania,
–; Paul D. Quinlan, The Playboy King: Carol lI of Romania (Westport, CT: Greenwood
Press, ).

 At the  elections, the Legion occupied the third place in the electorate’s preferences with about
 percent of the total votes.
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rebirth (palingenesis), self-sacrifice, and martyrdom among its members
and the public. Exaggerating the number of Jews and other minorities and
their influence in Romania, the legionaries pushed for their exclusion from
the national economy and society, in a radical interpretation of economic
nationalism and xenophobic violence. The popularity of the Legion trig-
gered the hostility of Carol II, who initially tried to manipulate the fascists
and, later on, to undermine their influence among the youth and the
nationalist public. He persecuted the legionaries by using state institutions,
such as the police and gendarmery, who faced off with the fascist death
squads that attacked state officials. This antagonism resulted in a campaign
of mutual violence and retaliation that plagued Romania throughout the
s and . Jews were somehow caught in the middle of this violent
struggle, as both the legionaries and increasingly Carol II used them as
scapegoats for the problems experienced by the country and adopted
antisemitic discourses and policies.

At the same time, even the mainstream democratic parties, PNL and
PNŢ, promoted ethno-nationalist policies, including in the economic and
cultural sphere. The protectionist legislation adopted to promote the
proto-Romanianization of the economy and society resulted in the exclu-
sion of some Jews (and “foreigners”) from the civil service, private jobs,
property ownership, and businesses. Things worsened for the Jews
during the last years (–) of the regime of King Carol II, who,
inspired by the fascist model, began to dismantle the democratic political
system. In December , Carol II appointed a government made by an
extreme right-wing/fascist National Christian Party led by two antisemitic
politicians, Octavian Goga and A. C. Cuza. Opposing the Treaty of
Minorities, the League of Nations, and liberal democracy, the Goga-Cuza

 On the popularity of the Legion and its violent policies, see Cristina Bejan, Intellectuals and Fascism
in Interwar Romania: The Criterion Association (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, ); Roland
Clark, Holy Legionary Youth: Fascist Activism in Interwar Romania (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, ); Armin Heinen, Die Legion “Erzengel Michael” in Rumänien. Soziale Bewegung und
politische Organisation. Ein Beitrag zum Problem des internationalen Faschismus (München:
Oldenbourg Verlag, ); Constantin Iordachi, The Fascist Faith of the Legion “Archangel
Michael” in Romania, – (London: Routledge, ); Mihai Stelian Rusu, “The
Sacralization of Martyric Death in Romanian Legionary Movement: Self-Sacrificial Patriotism,
Vicarious Atonement, and Thanatic Nationalism,” Politics, Religion, & Ideology , nos. – ():
–; Traian Sandu, Istoria Gărzii de Fier: Un fascism românesc (Chişinău: Cartier, );
Oliver Jens Schmitt, Căpitan Codreanu: Aufstieg und Fall des Rumänischen Faschistenführers (Vienna:
Zsolnay-Verlag, ).

 Stefan Cristian Ionescu, “Theorists of Economic Nationalism in s–s Romania,”
Nationalities Papers: The Journal of Nationalism and Ethnicity , no.  (): –.

 The National Christian Party was created through the fusion of the League of Christian National
Defense and the National Agrarian Party led by Goga. These political groups had a long history of
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government adopted legislation that discriminated against minorities such
as the Ukrainians and especially the Jews, and canceled some of their
rights. As historian Philippe Henri Blasen has shown, while promoting a
broad discriminatory policy against minorities, Carol II treated some
minorities, such as Germans and Hungarians, better than the Jews and
the Ukrainians due to foreign and domestic policy considerations and
cultural stereotypes. The most openly antisemitic law was the January
 denaturalization law (Decree Law no. ), which resulted in around
, Jews losing their Romanian citizenship. At the protests of French
and British governments and international Jewish organizations, Carol II
did not implement all these antisemitic measures. He soon dismissed the
Goga-Cuza government and installed a one-party authoritarian system,
with himself as a royal dictator. Trying to win favor with Axis powers,
Carol II gradually adopted measures imitating some of the Nazi policies,
which resulted in further antisemitic laws and administrative measures in
summer .

While antisemitic violence took place throughout the late nineteenth
century, early twentieth century, and interwar years – including attacks on
individual Jews and neighborhoods (such as the Oradea pogrom of
) – it intensified during the last years of the Carol II regime.
Soldiers, policemen, various officials, and local fascists perpetrated several
pogroms, such as those in Dorohoi (with tens of victims) and Galaţi (with
hundreds of victims) in the summer of . These cases of antisemitic
mass violence and other individual crimes on the eve of the Holocaust took
place especially after the territorial losses suffered by the country in the
summer of  (when Romania lost Northern Bukovina, Bessarabia,
Southern Dobrogea, and Northern Transylvania to its Soviet, Bulgarian,
and Hungarian neighbors), for which the Jews became the convenient
scapegoats.

antisemitic discourses and physical violence, including through a paramilitary militia known as “the
Lancers.”

 On the Goga-Cuza government, its antisemitic and xenophobic policies, and the German influence
on Carol II’s regime, see Philippe Henri Blasen, La “primauté de la nation roumaine” et les
“étrangers”: les minorités et leur liberté du travail sous le cabinet Goga et la dictature royale: décembre
–septembre  (Cluj-Napoca: Casa Cărţii de Ştiinţă, ); Rebecca Haynes, Romania’s
Policy towards Germany: – (London: Palgrave Macmillan, ).

 On the antisemitic policies and violence in Romania, see for instance Carol Iancu, Evreii din
România –: de la emancipare la marginalizare (Bucureşti: Hasefer, ); Irina Marin,
Peasant Violence and Antisemitism in Early Twentieth-Century Eastern Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, ); Lucian Nastasă-Kovacs, Pogromul itinerant sau decembrie antisemit, Oradea 
(Bucureşti: Curtea Veche, ); Anca Filipovici, “The Rise of Antisemitism in the Multiethnic
Borderlands of Bukovina: Student Movements and Interethnic Clashes at the University of
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The antisemitic General (Marshal from  on) Ion Antonescu viewed
the Jews as disloyal people who aided Romania’s enemies (particularly the
USSR) and economically exploited the nation. Rising to power in
September  following the collapse of Carol II’s dictatorship,
Antonescu first shared power with the Legion and joined the Axis in fall
 aiming to recover the contested territories lost earlier that year.
Antonescu soon clashed with his fascist partners over domestic policies
and power control, and after the Legion’s failed January  coup
(known as the “Legionary Rebellion”) against him and his main supporter,
the army, he excluded the rebel legionaries from the government.
Supported by a bureaucracy of military and civilian cadre, Antonescu
controlled Romania as a military dictator until August . He aimed
to expel the Jews from the local economy and society and his antisemitic
policy intensified after the invasion of the USSR in June , to which
Romania was the second largest contributor among all Axis members. The
Romanian authorities deported to Transnistria – an occupied Soviet
territory in Southern Ukraine – hundreds of thousands of Bessarabian
and Bukovinian Jews and ,–, Roma. Transnistria became “a
kingdom of death” (as historian Jean Ancel has labeled it), with more than
 camps and ghettos in which many Jews, Roma, and other “enemies”
were imprisoned, exploited for slave labor, starved, and murdered.

Cernăuţi (–),” European Holocaust Studies no.  (): –; Adrian Cioflâncă,
“Informaţii noi despre masacrele antisemite din ,” Revista , August , ; Livezeanu,
Cultural Politics; for a broader regional perspective of the anti-Jewish violence before the Holocaust,
see Jeffrey S. Kopstein, Jason Wittenberg, Intimate Violence: Anti-Jewish Pogroms on the Eve of the
Holocaust (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, ); Jeffrey Veidlinger, In the Midst of Civilized
Europe: The Pogroms of – and the Onset of the Holocaust (New York: Picador, ).

 Antonescu’s occupation of the Soviet region of Transnistria and its use as a dumping ground,
execution site, and slave labor universe for hundreds of thousands of Jews, Roma, communists,
“religious deviants,” and other enemies, suggest the Romanian elites’ imperialist temptation that fits
Timothy Snyder’s argument about the connection between imperialism and mass destruction of
civilians in Eastern Europe’s bloodlands. Timothy Snyder, Bloodlands: Europe between Hitler and
Stalin (London: Vintage, ); on Transnistria and Reichkomisariat Ukraine, see Viorel Achim,
Constantin Iordachi (eds.), România şi Transnistria: Problema Holocaustului. Perspective Istorice şi
Comparative (Bucureşti: Curtea Veche, ); Ancel, The History; Ana Bărbulescu, “The Underlife
of Transnistria’s Ghettos: Recategorizing and Reframing Social Interaction,” The Journal of
Holocaust Research , no.  (): –; Alexander Dallin, Odessa, –: A Case
Study of Soviet Territory under Foreign Rule (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp., ); Dennis
Deletant, Hitler’s Forgotten Ally: Ion Antonescu and His Regime: Romania – (London:
Palgrave Macmillan, ); Karel Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair: Life and Death in Ukraine under
Nazi Rule (Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press, ), –; Diana Dumitru, The State,
Antisemitism and Collaboration in the Holocaust: The Borderlands of Romania and the Soviet Union
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ); Armin Heinen, România, Holocaustul şi logica
violenţei (Iaşi: Editura Universităţii Alexandru Ioan Cuza, ); Charles King, Odessa: Genius and
Death in a City of Dreams (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., ); Radu Ioanid, The Holocaust
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Though Jews continued to die in Transnistria, Antonescu softened this
genocidal policy in fall , due to his growing doubts that the Axis
would achieve a fast and complete military victory. He henceforth curbed
mass executions and allowed the Jewish community in the Old Kingdom
and Southern Transylvania to send aid to deportees, repatriate orphans and
other categories of deportees, and organize limited emigration to Palestine.
Most of the scholars who examined Antonescu’s genocidal policies esti-
mated that his regime was responsible for the death of a large number of
Jews (between , and ,) and ,–, Roma.

The confiscation of Jewish property and businesses was one of the
antisemitic measures of the Antonescu regime and was initially promoted
by his Legionary partners. This measure played an important role in the
broader Romanianization, nation-building, and modernization projects.
Unlike the tactics of the Legionaries, who engaged in a violent and chaotic
Romanianization during their months of power-sharing (September –
January ), Antonescu envisioned a “legal” and gradual dispossession
of the Jews. The government presented the process as a social and national
justice “reform,” encompassing a broad policy of economic nationalism
and population control, which aimed to dispossess or replace “foreigners”
(minorities, especially Jews) with ethnic Romanians, in order to build a
strong national bourgeoisie. Antonescu implemented Romanianization
through several agencies, of which the most important was the National
Romanianization Center (CNR) – part of the Under-Secretariat of
Romanianization, Colonization, and Inventory (SSRCI) – and which
focused mostly on real estate (land, forests, and buildings). He also enacted

in Romania: The Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu Regime, – (Chicago: Ivan
R. Dee, ).

 On Antonescu’s antisemitic, racist, and genocidal policies, see Viorel Achim, The Roma in
Romanian History (Budapest: Central European University Press, ); Ancel, The History;
Deletant, Hitler’s Forgotten Ally; Dennis Deletant, British Clandestine Activities in Romania during
the Second World War (London: Palgrave Macmillan, ); Dumitru, The State; Heinen, România,
Holocaustul; Grant T. Harward, Romania’s Holy War: Soldiers, Motivation, and the Holocaust
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, ); Ioanid, The Holocaust; Michelle Kelso, Recognizing
the Roma: A Study of the Holocaust as Viewed in Romania (Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan,
); Vladimir Solonari, Purifying the Nation: Population Exchange and Ethnic Cleansing in Nazi
Allied Romania (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, ); Benjamin M. Thorne, The
Anxiety of Proximity: The Gypsy Question in Romanian Society, – (Ph.D. diss., Indiana
University, ); Marius Turda, Adrian-Nicolae Furtună, “Roma and the Question of Ethnic
Origin in the Holocaust in Romania,” Critical Romani Studies , no.  (): –; Felicia
Waldman (ed.). Reflecţii despre Holocaust: studii, articole, memorii (Bucureşti: AERVH, );
Alexandru Florian (ed.), Holocaust Public Memory in Postcommunist Romania (Blomington:
Indiana University Press, ).
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a series of laws, such as the Romanianization of Jewish-owned rural
properties (October ), private jobs (November ), and urban
housing (March ). While on paper Romanianization seemed to
advance rapidly, in practice the policy was crippled by the war, corruption,
and the inefficiency of the bureaucracy, as well as by the Jewish resistance –
mainly through litigation and camouflage (fictious transfers of property to
gentiles to avoid confiscation).

Among other Romanianization measures, the Antonescu government
expropriated around , Jewish residential units (located in ,
buildings) and rented them to state agencies, NGOs, and “deserving”
ethnic Romanians. Worried that the economy would collapse during the
vital mobilization of the production for the anti-Soviet war effort,
Antonescu never pursued an expropriation of Jewish companies and
businesses as he did with the rural land and urban real estate.
Nevertheless, he encouraged and supported ethnic Romanian entrepre-
neurs to buy and manage Jewish enterprises or start new ones to compete
with the Jews, but this plan proved rather unsuccessful. Some of the
Antonescu regime’s nationalizing policies targeted also the Jewish commu-
nal property of spiritual-cultural importance, such as synagogues, cemeter-
ies, schools, and Judaica. The authorities expropriated a number of 
synagogues, temples, and prayer houses from the Jewish communities and
legal persons throughout the country. Just as in other Axis countries, the
Romanian authorities “expropriated” (and destroyed) several Jewish cem-
eteries, such as the Sevastopol cemetery in Bucharest (between  and
) and the Ciurchi cemetery in Iaşi (), to obliterate the material
traces of the Jewish presence in Romania. As historian Adrian Cioflâncă
has argued, for Antonescu these cemeteries, usually situated in the center

 On Romanianization, see Jean Ancel, The Economic Destruction of Romanian Jewry (Jerusalem: Yad
Vashem, ); idem, The History, –, –; Mariana Hausleitner, Die Romanisierung
der Bukovina: Die Durchsetzung des nationalstaatlichen Anspruchs Grossrumaniens, –
(München: Oldenbourg Verlag, ); Stefan Cristian Ionescu, Jewish Resistance to
‘Romanianization,’ – (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, ); Stefan Cristian Ionescu,
“Implementing the Romanization of Employment in  Bucharest: Bureaucratic and
Economic Sabotage of the ‘Aryanization’ of the Romanian Economy,” Holocaust Studies:
A Journal of Culture and History , nos. – (): –; Solonari, Purifying the Nation;
Svetlana Suveica, “Local Agency and the Appropriation of Jewish Property in Romania’s Eastern
Borderland: Public Employees during the Holocaust in Bessarabia (–),” European
Holocaust Studies no.  (): –; Svetlana Suveica, “Pianos and Paintings from
Transnistria: The Plunder of ‘Cultural Trophies’ During the Romanian Occupation
(–),” The Journal of Holocaust Research , no.  (): –.

 Trei ani de guvernare:  Septembrie -Septembrie  (Bucureşti: Monitorul Oficial/
Imprimeriile Statului, ); Ionescu, Jewish Resistance, –; Hary Kuller (ed.), Evreii în
România anilor –: evenimente, documente, comentarii (Bucureşti: Hasefer, ), .
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of major cities, were the unpleasant proof of the centuries-long Jewish
presence in the territory of Romania. This contradicted the official dis-
course (justified with antisemitic and public health pretexts) about the
Jews as recent and dangerous foreigners that should be removed from the
center of the main cities and, eventually, from the entire country.

In addition to the “expropriations,” numerous spiritual-cultural properties,
such as synagogues, Torah scrolls, books, and other Judaica were des-
troyed, damaged, or stolen through the violence unleashed by local fascists,
antisemites, and ordinary citizens, especially during the Legionary
Rebellion and the deportations. Some of the ruins of these structures
remained during the war and early postwar years as silent reminders of
the once thriving communities and the violence that targeted them.

After the aggressive Romanianization of Jewish real estate and businesses
during the first part of the Antonescu regime (–), restitution was
debated throughout Romanian society during the last years of the regime
(–), when many non-Jewish citizens gradually lost confidence in
an Axis victory. While many Jews hoped to recover their assets and devised
strategies for restitution in a post-Antonescu society, gentile beneficiaries
worried about losing their gains, a strong reason to continue their support
of the Antonescu regime. Rumors about both restitution and new or more
extensive “nationalizations” fueled the anxieties of many. In particular,
Jewish and non-Jewish property owners feared that Antonescu’s precedents
were paving the way for a communist-style society in which most of the
private property would be nationalized.

 On the destruction of Jewish cemeteries in Romania and Nazi Europe, see Adrian Cioflâncă,
“Distrugerea cimitirelor evreiești în timpul lui Ion Antonescu,” Realitatea Evreiască, nos. –,
(March ): , ; Leon Saltiel, Dehumanizing the Dead: The Destruction of Thessaloniki’s Jewish
Cemetery (London: Routledge, ).

 This resembles the situation of other countries under the Nazi sphere of influence, such as those
from Germany and Poland, where the ruins of the Jewish sacred spaces, destroyed by the Nazi
authorities, dotted the postwar urban landscape, as historian Michael Meng has noted in his book
“Shattered Spaces.” Michael Meng, Shattered Spaces: Encountering Jewish Ruins in Postwar Germany
and Poland (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, ), ; see also Natalia Aleksiun and
Hana Kubatova (eds.), Places, Spaces, and Voids in the Holocaust (Gottingen: Wallstein Verlag,
); on the destruction and damage of the spiritual-cultural property during the Antonescu
regime, see Matatias Carp (ed.), Cartea Neagră  vols. (București: Socec, –, nd ed..
Diogene, ,  vols.), vol , pp. –, –.

 B. Brănișteanu, Jurnal, vol.  (București: Hasefer, ), – and vol.  (București: Hasefer,
), –; Ioan Hudiţă, Jurnal Politic:  februarie – decembrie  (București:
Compania, ), ; Stefan Cristian Ionescu, “Debates on the Restitution of Romanianized
Property during the Antonescu Regime, –,” Holocaust and Genocide Studies , no. 
(): –.
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In spite of all the Antonescu regime’s discriminatory measures targeting
their properties and other rights and the threat of deportation, the Jews
continued to seek exemption from expropriation or the return of their assets
or compensation by petitioning the courts, administrative offices, and oppos-
ition politicians until the demise of Antonescu in August . For example,
the Jews opened more than , lawsuits against expropriation and,
surprisingly, in some cases they recuperated their assets even during the
Antonescu regime. As I have shown in my book Jewish Resistance to
Romanianization, –, the restitution of “illegally” seized property did
become, in some circumstances, an accepted social practice, and the Jews
succeeded to reverse Romanianization in about  percent of all court cases.

In addition to houses, some businesses and other assets Romanianized
through violence by Legionaries were also returned to their Jewish owners
by the administrative and judicial authorities, as well as some scared looters,
especially after the defeat of the Legionary (January ) Rebellion.

The recovery of some Romanianized property, thus, illustrates the
plasticity of Antonescu’s policies. He allowed a limited degree of restitution,
in part because he viewed the Legionaries’ radical Romanianization during
their four months of power as a violation of law and order that had gone
against his policy of cautious and “legal” nationalization of Jewish wealth.
He also saw racial dispossession as a threat to Romania’s war production,
macroeconomic stability, and potential good standing in postwar peace
negotiations. At the same time, Antonescu did not simply grant full restitu-
tion to the Jews because that would have clashed with his radical antisemitic
beliefs and public image and would have contradicted his overall aim of
excluding the Jews from the economy and society. Romanianization, far
from an immutable process, could under particular circumstances be chal-
lenged, criticized, and in some cases successfully reversed.

The massive struggle for restitution started after the collapse of
Antonescu’s dictatorship, which resulted in a substantial return of proper-
ties to their former Jewish owners. This is the main focus of this book.

 Ancel, She’erit Hapletah, ; William Filderman, Memoirs and Diaries, vol.  (Jerusalem: Yad
Vashem, ); Ionescu, Jewish Resistance, –; on Jewish petitions during the Holocaust, see
also Wolf Gruner and Thomas Pegelow-Kaplan (eds.), Resisting Persecution: Jews and Their
Petitions during the Holocaust (New York: Berghahn Books, ).

 Arnold Schwefelberg, Amintirile unui intelectual evreu din România (București: Hasfer, ), ;
Arhivele Naţionale ale României (ANR), Ministerul Economiei Naţionale (MEN)-Direcţia
Organizaţii Profesionale Comerţ Interior (DOPCI), /, p. ; ANR, Ministerul Afacerilor
Interne (MAI)-Diverse, /, p.; ANR, MEN-Direcţia Organizare Profesională Serviciul
Firme (DOPSF), /, p. ; ANR, Colecţia Documentară a Comunităţii Evreiești din
România (CDCER), /, pp. –.
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In other words, this study examines the short postwar transition years of
Romanian society from the demise of the pro-Nazi dictatorship (on
August , ) to , which was the year when the consolidated
communist regime adopted a major nationalization law targeting urban
property. This was extremely relevant for local Jews, at that time overwhelm-
ingly urbanites. The restitution process – through court litigation, adminis-
trative measures, or informal agreements – just as the hopes of most of the
Jews to rebuild their lives in Romania, virtually stopped around –.
December  is also themoment when the communist regime adopted the
five years plan (–) strategy, thus marking the end of the postwar
transitional period and the beginning of a new stage in its modernization
masterplan. Its story should be the subject of a different book.
In spite of the major importance of the Romanian Jews within the post-

Nazi European Jewry as the largest Jewish community outside the USSR,
the rebuilding of Jewish lives and communities in Romania, including the
crucial restitution of property and other rights, has received only limited
academic examination. This book aims to address this gap in scholarship
and tell the story of the extraordinary efforts of the Romanian Jews to
recover their property and other rights and rebuild their lives and commu-
nities. More specifically, this book examines the Jewish efforts to achieve
reparatory justice in the first years of post-Nazi Romania, the strategies
they used, the obstacles they overcame, and the hostility or help they
received from their neighbors and governments, as well as the communist
nationalizations and their impact on their lives. I employ the term “resti-
tution” as encompassing various forms of legal restitution, which includes
the return of specific immovable items – real estate and enterprises
(companies and businesses) – that were Romanianized from the Jews,
reparations/compensations, and return of citizenship. Therefore, my
understanding of restitution is narrower than the “restitution” conceptual-
ized by historian Elazar Barkan, as a broad “cultural concept” that includes
not only legal restitution but a variety of other methods used to repair
historical injustices, including cultural and symbolic forms of restitution.

These methods of amending the massive violations of the Jews’ rights
were part of a broader process known today as “reparatory justice.” I am
using the concept of reparatory justice in a narrower sense than it was

 I focused on the immovable assets as they played a more important role in the lives of the Jews of
Romania and in the policy of Romanianization and because they (and their circulation to third-
party acquirees) had a more discernable paper trail during and after the war.

 Elazar Barkan, The Guilt of Nations: Restitution and Negotiating Historical Injustices (New York:
W. W. Norton, ), XVIII–XIX.
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employed in the Encyclopedia of Transitional Justice (), in which
political scientist Raluca Ursachi argued that it

refers to the victim-oriented policies aimed at the reparation of past wrong,
including compensation for losses, restitution of confiscated property, and
rehabilitation of victims of repressive regimes. By focusing on victims – who
can be granted not only material benefits and compensations, but also
symbolic reparations, such as public honor, recognition, tributes, commem-
orations, and judicial rehabilitation – reparatory justice seeks to promote
healing, restore dignity, and clarify the historical truth.

As it would not be possible to cover all the aspects of reparatory justice
suggested in this definition within the limits of one book, here I will focus
only on the legal aspects of reparatory justice, such as restitution of
immovable property, citizenship, and reparations/compensations.

Methodologically, my book uses an interdisciplinary approach (history
and transitional justice) and a variety of published and unpublished
primary sources to examine what happened with the Romanian Jews’
property and rights after August  and to analyze decision makers’
and citizens’ patterns of behavior and legal responses to the process of
reversing Antonescu’s Romanianization and reestablishing justice. More
specifically, my book employs historian Saul Friedländer’s “integrated
history” approach of researching the Holocaust and its legacy by bringing
together the voices, perspectives, and the archival sources and ego-
documents of perpetrators, victims, bystanders/neighbors, and inter-
national observers (diplomats and journalists). These different perspec-
tives of organizations and individuals who sometimes had completely
opposite interests and stakes in the restitution, allow me to triangulate
the transitional era in post-Antonescu Romania and reconstruct as closely
as possible the history of the restitution process and rebuilding the Jewish
communities, and the stories of its participants.

I use the term Jewish survivor broadly, as explained by the United States
Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM): every Jewish person who
survived the antisemitic policies of the Nazis, their Axis partners, and local
collaborators. Survivors’ perspectives and voices – recorded in their diaries,
memoirs, interviews, and other testimonies – receive special attention in

 Ioana Ursachi, “Reparatory Justice,” in Lavinia Stan and Nadya Nedelsky (eds.), Encyclopedia of
Transitional Justice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), vol. , p. .

 Saul Friedländer, Nazi Germany and the Jews, Vol. : The Years of Persecution, – (London:
Harper Collins, ).
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this book and form one of the most important categories of primary
sources employed in my study.
One of the main limitations of the scope of this research is given by the

wartime boundaries of Antonescu’s Romania and its antisemitic policies,
including Romanianization. Therefore, my study will not examine the
restitution aiming to repair the dispossession and damages caused by the
Aryanization pursued by the Hungarian and German authorities in
Northern Transylvania – under Hungarian rule between  and
 – which was implemented through different laws, had different
categories of beneficiaries, and was reversed through a different legisla-
tion. I will mention the general legal framework of the restitution for
Northern Transylvania to clarify the wartime and postwar contexts, but
I will not discuss it thoroughly nor use case studies from that region. While
I briefly discuss the fate of “abandoned”/heirless property – the assets that
belonged to the Jews who died or disappeared during the war – I will not
examine this topic thoroughly as most such property was located in
Northern Transylvania, which was under the Hungarian and German
authority during the Holocaust, and thus falls beyond the scope of this
book, which focuses on the legacy of the Antonescu regime.
This book explores several main questions: What were the domestic and

international political and socio-legal frameworks that helped the recon-
struction of the Jewish community and especially the restitution of
property in post-Holocaust Romania? What were the attitudes and actions
(especially the legal strategies) of Jews and gentiles toward the issues of
restitution, reparation, and restoration of Jewish rights in the aftermath of
the Antonescu regime? How was the restitution of property, reparation,
and restoration of rights implemented, what problems did it encounter,
and what were the results? How did the communist nationalization
policies influence the process of restitution of Jewish property and the
Jewish efforts of rebuilding their lives and communities? To answer these
questions, I rely on the official archival documents produced by the post-
Antonescu transitional governments (especially by the Ministry of Justice,

 On the Aryanization and restitution of Jewish property in Hungary, including Northern
Transylvania, see Anders E. B. Blomqvist, Economic Nationalizing in the Ethnic Borderlands of
Hungary and Romania: Inclusion, Exclusion and Annihilation in Szatmár/Satu-Mare, –
(Stockholm: Stockholm University, ); Gabor Kadar, Zoltan Vagi, Self-Financing Genocide: The
Gold Train, the Baecher Case, and the Wealth of Hungarian Jews (Budapest: CEU Press, );
Borbála Klacsmann, The Restitution and Compensation of Holocaust Survivors in Hungary (Ph.D.
diss., University of Szeged, ); Linda Margittai, “Economic Aryanization in Northern
Transylvania: –: Intentions, Considerations, and Realities,” Holocaust: Studies and
Research VII, no.  (): –.
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Ministry of Interior, Ministry of National Economy, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, and the Secret Police), the Jewish community, and foreign diplo-
mats, which depict official and unofficial perspectives on the process of
restitution and rebuilding Jewish lives and communities.

An additional layer of personal sources complementing the archival
documents is made up of the ego-documents (diaries, memoirs, interviews,
and letters) produced by the Jewish and gentile inhabitants and the foreign
citizens who resided in Romania. These sources reveal the personal opin-
ions and actions of individuals who participated in the complex process of
rebuilding Jewish lives and communities and repairing antisemitic injust-
ices during the early postwar years. The press coverages, op-eds, editorials,
debates, draft laws, and readers’ letters published in the Jewish and non-
Jewish newspapers and scholarly journals that multiplied during the first
post-Antonescu transitional years represent the third layer of crucial pri-
mary sources employed in this book.

A particularly important subset of primary sources is made of the court
documents pertaining to restitution litigation, which give great insight into
the legal aspects of restitution. While Romania has not yet granted access
to early postwar courts’ archives and land registries, I have managed to
collect  court decisions related to Jewish restitution litigation published
in the following legal journals: Buletinul Deciziunilor Înaltei Curţi de
Casaţie și Justiţie (The Bulletin with Decisions of the Supreme Court of
Justice), Curierul Judiciar (The Judiciary Courrier), Jurisprudenţa Generală
(General Jurisprudence), Justiţia Nouă (New Justice), Pandectele
Săptămânale (Weekly Pandectes), and Pandectele Române (Romanian
Pandectes). Even though the legal journals published only a summary
of each decision, sometimes giving the initials of the litigating parts and
their lawyers and sometimes their full names and their gender, they
contain valuable information on the decision and the date, the location
of the disputed property, transaction details, the court type, and the lower-
level court decision in that case. These decisions were issued by courts at
different jurisdiction levels – Judecătorie (local court), Tribunal (Tribunal),

 I collected these unpublished documents from the National Archives of Romania (ANR), the
National Council for Studying the Securitate Archives (CNSAS), the Archives of the Center for the
Study of Jewish History in Romania “Wilhelm Filderman” in Bucharest, the USHMM archive in
Washington, DC, and the Yad Vashem Archives (YVA) in Jerusalem.

 These journals published court decisions pertaining to all fields of law and sometimes included
decisions referring to the restitution of Jewish property and jobs (usually one or two per published
volume, which sometimes included several issues); some of the same court decisions appeared in
several journals.
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Curte de Apel (Appeals Court) in cities from across Romania – and most of
them () came from Înalta Curte de Casaţie și Justiţie (henceforth,
Supreme Court), which was the top court of the local hierarchical judiciary
system. The latter court’s decisions are extremely important because the
Supreme Court was the ultimate decision-making judiciary body made up
of the most highly trained and experienced jurists, who could reverse any
decision issued by a lower court. Additionally, the Supreme Court’s
decisions were made in reference to the lower courts’ decisions that they
evaluated, thus providing precious insight into more decisions, those
produced by the lower courts. Even if this is not a full representative
sample for the entire restitution litigation, it is a significant exploratory
finding until the court archives become available. The last Supreme
Court decision in a Romanianization restitution case I could find in my
research was issued in March  (and published in summer ).

This suggests that the court litigation for Jewish property based on the
restitution laws (nos. , , ) stopped in . It is highly likely
that such litigation did not continue in , the year when the commun-
ist regime engaged in a massive nationalization of housing that affected
many Jewish survivors, including some of those who recuperated their
Romanianized assets during the previous years, as official nationalization
documents and Jewish ego-documents show.
The plunder of Jewish-owned property and rights had been a key aspect

of the Nazis and their collaborators’ genocidal project – often financing the
war effort and benefiting the hegemon “Aryan” communities. This massive
dispossession was implemented by governments, various organizations,
private companies, and individual gentiles. As legal scholar Irwin Cotler
has argued, the dispossession of the Jews – deemed as “thefticide” – and
the issue of a subsequent failure of rapid and just restitution and reparation
represented, in retrospect, a major violation of international human rights
and international humanitarian law. Furthermore, Holocaust restitution

 Unfortunately, the Romanian and US libraries holding collections of these periodicals are
incomplete, therefore the collected court decisions reflect a random, partial, but extremely
valuable sample of what has survived in the libraries and archives.

 See the Supreme Court, Civil Section’s decision number  of March , , published in
Justiţia Nouă, nos. – (): .

 Irwin Cotler, “The Holocaust, ‘Thefticide’ and Restitution: A Legal Perspective,” in Avi Beker
(ed.), The Plunder of Jewish Property during the Holocaust: Confronting European History (New York:
New York University Press, ), –; the principle of restitution of property “acquired
through criminal conduct,” including the assets transferred under duress, was adopted by the
international community in other cases of genocide following WWII. See Guenael Mettraux,
International Crimes and ad Hoc Tribunals (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), .
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experts Michael J. Bazyler and Kristen L. Nelson have showed that Article
 () of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted in
 as a (partial) response of the international community (under the
United Nations Organization) to the unprecedented crimes and theft
perpetrated in WWII and stipulated that “no one should be arbitrarily
deprived of his property.” Additionally, Article  mentioned that “every-
one has the right to an effective remedy by the competent national
tribunals for acts violating the fundamental rights granted him by the
constitution or by law.” As Bazyler and Nelson have highlighted, a
variety of other “remedies came into being in the immediate post-war
era often independent of Article  of the UDHR” and showed the
international community’s concern for the topic of reparatory justice in
post-conflict societies. Nevertheless, before WWII the international law
framework in general lacked reparatory stipulations (codified in inter-
national conventions and treaties) in favor of individual victims of massive
abuses perpetrated by states and allowed restitution and reparations mainly
between states. During the interwar years, Romania was entangled in an
international legal dispute with Hungarian minority property owners from
Transylvania whom it expropriated at the end of WWI to enact rural
reforms and, eventually, agreed to compensate them for their property.

WWII triggered a major legal and conceptual transformation that enabled
individual victims and their organizations to claim restitution and

 Michael J. Bazyler and Kristen L. Nelson, “Holocaust Property Theft and Restitution: The Right to
an Effective Remedy under Article  of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,” in Carla
Ferstman et al. (eds.), Contemporary Human Rights Challenges: The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and Its Continuing Relevance (London: Routledge, ), –.

 Bazyler and Nelson, “Holocaust Property,” –.
 As many of the large rural estates in Transylvania (acquired at the end of WWI) belonged to ethnic

Hungarian owners, the Romanian authorities expropriated the land of those who did not acquire
Romanian citizenship or lived abroad. This was implemented through the rural reforms of
 that redistributed the expropriated land mostly to ethnic Romanian peasants (almost / of
the beneficiaries). This nationalizing and social measure – which was in some ways a precursor of
WWII and postwar nationalizations – triggered international legal disputes between Romania and
the expropriated individuals and their organizations. As historian Antal Berkes has recently showed,
the Hungarian estate landlords, who chose Hungarian citizenship after WWI and were called
optants, complained to the League of Nations and triggered arbitration and diplomatic negotiations
between  and . These complaints were eventually settled on a basis of a Romanian-
Hungarian mixed arbitration tribunal and international negotiations between Romania, Hungary,
and Allied Powers. As a result, Romania paid some compensation to the optants. This was a limited
solution and, in general, the League of Nations proved unable to adequately protect minorities in
interwar Romania. See Antal Berkes, L’affaire des optans: les enjeux nationaux et internationaux d’un
differend Roumano-Hongrois (Ph.D. diss., Universite Paris  Sorbonne Nouvelle, Eotvos Lorand
University, ).
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reparations by internationalizing human rights and gradually promoting a
victims-centered justice.

After a short postwar period, scholarly and public interest in the
restitution of Jewish property plundered by the Nazis and their collabor-
ators faded away. It has boomed over the last several decades, especially in
the Western world. This interest of the media and academia was mainly
caused by the collapse of communist dictatorships in Eastern Europe, the
increased access to crucial archives, a globalized economy, disclosures
about the Holocaust profiteers and looted property, a growing interest in
the memory of WWII and its atrocities, a concern for human rights and
repairing historical injustices, and survivors’ and their heirs’ litigation
campaign in the United States. The interest in the topic of Holocaust
restitution is illustrated by the recent studies authored by scholars such as
Leora Auslander, Michael Bazyler, Jean Marc Dreyfus, Shannon Fogg,
Constantin Goschler, Jurgen Lillteicher, Regula Ludi, Michael R. Marrus,
Jonathan Petropoulos, Antoine Prost, and Ronald W. Zweig, and the
media depiction of the topic in films such as The Rape of Europe (),
Woman in Gold (), and the popular graphic narrative The Property
() by Israeli artist Rutu Modan. Restitution scholar Itamar Levin
has further recognized the importance of unfinished restitution and con-
sidered it “the last chapter of the Holocaust” that haunted survivors, their
heirs, and communities.

 Thomas Buergenthal, “International Law and the Holocaust,” in Michael J. Bazyler and Roger
P. Alford (eds.), Holocaust Restitution: Perspectives of Litigation and Its Legacy (New York: New York
University Press, ), –; Krista Hegburg, Aftermath: Accounting for the Holocaust in the
Czech Republic (Ph.D. Diss., Columbia University, ), –; Regula Ludi. Reparations for
Nazi Victims in Postwar Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ); Marrus, Some
Measure of Justice, –.

 Leora Auslander, “Coming Home? Jews in Postwar Paris,” Journal of Contemporary History , no. 
(): –; Bazyler and Alford (eds.), Holocaust Restitution; Jean-Marc Dreyfus, “The Post-
Liberation French Administration and the Jews,” in Dalia Ofer et al. (eds.), Holocaust Survivors:
Resettlement, Memories, Identities (New York: Berghahn Books, ), –; Shannon L. Fogg,
Stealing Home: Looting Restitution, and Restructuring Jewish Lives in France, – (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ); Jurgen Lillteicher, “West Germany and the Restitution of Jewish
Property in Europe,” in Dean, Goschler, and Ther (eds.), Robbery and Restitution, –;
Constantin Goschler, “The Politics of Restitution for Nazi Victims in Germany: West and East,
–,” Occasional Papers, Institute of European Studies, UC Berkeley, , –; Ludi,
Reparations for Nazi Victims; Marrus, Some Measure of Justice; Rutu Modan, The Property (Montreal:
Drawn & Quarterly, ); Jonathan Petropoulos, “Postwar Justice and the Treatment of Nazi
Assets,” in Jonathan Petropoulos, John Roth (eds.), Grey Zones: Ambiguity and Compromise in the
Holocaust and Its Aftermath (New York: Berghahn, ), –; Antoine Prost (ed.),
Aryanisation économique et restitutions: Ouvrages de la Mission d’étude sur la spoliation des juifs de
France (Paris: Documentation française, ); Ronald W. Zweig, German Reparations and the
Jewish World: A History of the Claims Conference (London: Routledge, ).

 Levin, The Last Chapter.
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However, this international debate has had only a limited influence on
scholarship on Eastern Europe. Though the field of transitional justice has
recently witnessed a resurgence, only a few scholars have examined
Holocaust restitution and reparation for Jews in Eastern Europe.
As Itamar Levin has shown, in Eastern Europe, the collapse of the
communist regimes and the reemergence of the topic of restitution of
Jewish property triggered fears of Jewish claims for lost assets and intense
public debates. Most of those who examined the topic of repairing
historical injustices focused on the restitution and reparations for the
property confiscated by the communist regimes, but there were note-
worthy exceptions. In one of the most important studies on post-WWII
Jewish communities in Eastern Europe, Anna Cichopek-Gajraj examined
the tensions surrounding the restitution of property in postwar Poland and
Slovakia, including the authorities’ actions of delaying and paralyzing the
Jewish efforts for restitution and the ordinary gentiles’ (often violent)
opposition to the process of restitution. Recently (), Michael
Bazyler and his coauthors edited the most comprehensive legal history
survey of the restitution of property and its problems in forty-seven
countries that signed the  Terezin Declaration on Holocaust Era
Assets and Related Issues. One chapter of this book presents an overview
of the confiscation and restitution of Jewish property in Romania from the
Antonescu regime until nowadays and focuses mostly on the restitution
legislation and litigation in post-communist Romania.

In early postwar Romania only a handful of authors – usually Jewish
legal scholars who supported the abolition of racial laws or gentile jurists
who commented on the emerging restitution laws and jurisprudence –
discussed the issue of returning Romanianized property to its Jewish
owners. After the  consolidation of the communist regime, topics
related to the restitution of Jewish property and reparations disappeared

 Levin, The Last Chapter.
 Anna Cichopek-Gajraj, Beyond Violence: Jewish Survivors in Poland and Slovakia, –

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ); for another valuable study on restitution in
Eastern Europe, see Edward Kubu and Jan Kuklik, “Reluctant Restitution: The Restitution of
Jewish Property in the Bohemian Lands after the Second World War,” in Dean, Goschler, and Ther
(eds.), Robbery and Restitution, –.

 Michael Bazyler et al., Searching for Justice after the Holocaust: Fulfilling the Terezin Declaration and
Immovable Property Restitution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).

 Marcel L. Zilberman, Cercetări juridice: Înstrăinarea bunurilor evreiești în perioada anilor –
(București: Tipografia Rapid, ); Carp (ed.), Cartea Neagră, nd ed., vol , pp. –, –;
Arnold Schwefelberg, Restratificarea profesională a evreilor (București: Congresul Mondial Evreiesc,
); V. Christodorescu, C. Paveleanu, and D. Apostol (eds.), Legea pentru abrogarea măsurilor
anti-evreiești (București: Presa, ).
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from the public space. Only the collapse of the communist regime in
 enabled historians Jean Ancel, Carol Iancu, and Liviu Rotman to
produce studies that examined Jewish history in the postwar years, but
they only tangentially discussed some aspects of restitution and usually
dismissed the significant success of Jewish survivors obtaining the restitu-
tion of their assets.

After the relatively rapid adoption of the main restitution laws and
successful court litigation, things started to change from  on. The
local and international Jewish leaders and organizations struggled a lot to
oppose Romania’s efforts to collect the Jewish heirless and unclaimed
(allegedly “abandoned”) property for the public treasury. The Romanian
communist government decreased its interest in the restitution of and
compensation for Romanianized Jewish property after the crucial years of
–. During that time, the communists signed the Peace Treaty
(February ) and ratified it (September ), dismantled the main
democratic opposition parties PNŢ (in July ) and PNL (in
November ), abolished the monarchy (in December ), forced
PSD to merge with PCR into the Romanian Labor Party (in February
), and adopted a new constitution (April ) that formally legitim-
ized its rule. The decrease of the official interest in restitution was caused
by the emergence of the Cold War, the antisemitism of some of Romania’s
pro-communist leaders, and their lack of incentive to pursue further
restitution. The communist officials felt more secure about their grip on
power over the local society, stopped worrying about Western pressure,
and expected support from their Soviet patrons to deflect potential
Western interferences on behalf of local Jews, especially after the USSR
started to promote antisemitism in late . Significantly, the last court
decision in restitution cases I could identity was from spring . The
Jewish ego-documents I have consulted are also silent about the restitution
of their authors’ or their friends’ and acquaintances’ homes and businesses
taking place after –. These political developments also had
international consequences. As historian Lawrence Weinbaum has noted,

 Jean Ancel, “The New Jewish Invasion: The Return of the Survivors from Transnistria,” in David
Bankier (ed.), The Jews Are Coming Back: The Return of the Jews to Their Countries of Origin after
WWII (New York: Berghahn Books, ), –; Jean Ancel, “She’erit Hapletah in Romania
during the Transition Period to a Communist Regime, August –December ,” in Israel
Gutman and Avital Saf (eds.), She’erit Hapletah, –: Rehabilitation and Political Struggle
(Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, ); Liviu Rotman, The History of the Jews in Romania: The Communist
Era until  (Tel Aviv: Goren Goldstein Center, ).

 Hitchins, Rumania, –, p. .
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by the early s, after the onset of the Cold War, which brought about
the consolidation of the communist regimes, and the weakening of local
Jewish communities, the restitution of Jewish property in Eastern Europe
“disappeared from the international Jewish agenda” as the international
Jewish organizations turned their attention to restitution and reparations
in Germany, Austria, and Greece.

In spite of the main tendencies within the Jewish community in
Romania that by – became increasingly focused on emigration,
things were not so clear immediately after the demise of Antonescu in
August . Resembling the social and interethnic realities uncovered by
Cichopek-Gajraj for Poland and Slovakia, many Jews did not envision
their emigration immediately after the collapse of Antonescu. Instead, they
saw a future in Romania during the early postwar years between
September  and November , when the communists rigged the
first postwar elections. After the arrest of non-communist politicians, the
dismantling of the opposition parties and of all independent Jewish
organizations, the massive nationalizations of private property, and the
increase of surveillance and arrests that became ubiquitous by , most
Jews understood that they had a problematic future in the new
dictatorship and were ready to emigrate.

Chapter  examines the general political, social, economic, and cultural
aspects of early post-Nazi Romania, looking at the political struggle and
the main economic and social developments. This chapter also discusses
the official and unofficial (popular) antisemitism that did not disappear
from local society and how it impacted Jewish lives during the first post-
Holocaust years.

Chapter  investigates the status of the post-Antonescu Jewish commu-
nity in Romania focusing on the Jews’ efforts to rebuild their lives and
communities. The chapter traces both the communal – related to Jewish
parties and organizations – and individual developments.

Chapter  examines the political negotiations and debates that took
place within Romania’s transitional governments concerning the process of
drafting and adopting the restitution legislation. It shows that while a few
Romanian politicians supported a full and rapid restitution, others were
reluctant to do so and even displayed antisemitic prejudice. Most of the

 Lawrence Weinbaum, “Defrosting History: The Restitution of Jewish Property in Eastern Europe,”
in Beker (ed.), The Plunder, –.

 As Cichopek-Gajraj has shown, during the early postwar years, Polish and Slovak Jews did not
encounter only violence and antisemitism, and most of them had not yet decided to emigrate.
Cichopek-Gajraj, Beyond Violence, especially chapters  and .
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politicians agreed to adopt restitution laws because they saw them as
requirements of the allegedly philosemitic Allies and, thus, useful for
improving Romania’s standing at the peace conference. Some ministers
supported specific categories of beneficiaries and devised various strategies
aiming to help them keep the Jewish assets.
Chapter  discusses the attitudes and reactions of the public toward the

topic of restitution, focusing on the role of the press and various political and
social organizations who supported, opposed, or publicly discussed a complete
and rapid restitution of Jewish property and restoration of their rights.
Chapter  discusses the postwar international struggle for and against

restitution carried out by the Romanian government and the local and
international Jewish organizations that aimed to convince the Allies who
prepared the peace treaty with Romania. On the one hand, it shows the local
Jewish leaders’ and organizations’ efforts to obtain restitution, reparations,
and restoration of rights by enlisting support from international Jewish
organizations and Allied (Western) politicians. On the other hand, it high-
lights how most of the Romanian politicians and diplomats tried to limit
restitution in favor of the Jews. In this chapter, I also discuss other reparative
justice measures adopted by the post-Antonescu governments, including the
payment of limited reparations (pensions to some categories of survivors of
camps, ghettos, and pogroms) and the return of citizenship.
Chapter  scrutinizes the restitution of Jewish property through

litigation, petitioning to administrative offices, and other avenues.
It shows that local Jews were successful at recuperating in court their
“expropriated” residences but less successful when they tried to retrieve
their “sold” homes and businesses. The administrative avenue was usually
used for the restitution of communal property, such as synagogues, cem-
eteries, schools, and other such buildings.
Chapter  investigates the nationalizations of property adopted by the

communist regime during the crucial (formative) six years of its power
(–) and their role in shaping the lives of Jewish individuals and
communities, especially in relation to their emigration from Romania.
It shows that many Jews feared and opposed the communist measures of
nationalizing private and communal property and that many of them were
victimized through these dispossession policies in a higher proportion than
the majority gentile population. This happened because the Jews were
disproportionately represented among the urban middle-class entrepre-
neurs and property-owning groups of the population that were specifically
targeted by the communist regime, allegedly as “capitalist exploiters” and
other “unreliable” cosmopolitan citizens.
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