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This text discusses several aspects of the interwar history of the Orthodox Church in
Romanian Transylvania through the lens of the early life and political achievements of
Father Liviu Stan (1910–1973). By using a microhistorical approach, his life stands as
proof of the ability of ideological reconversion to describe the various totalitarian
challenges that defined the destiny of an entire generation of Orthodox theologians in the
twentieth century. Rather than painting the biographical tapestry of Father Stan’s life, the
main focus of this text falls precisely on his interactions with various ideologies (Fascism
and Communism), his ideological and professional reconversions, and Transylvanian
Orthodox theologians’ ability to survive when confronted with various totalitarian challenges.
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I. Introduction

The fall of Communism in 1989 left the Romanian Orthodox Church in a delicate posi-
tion in the public mind. Some of its most reputed bishops, illustrious theologians, and
dedicated priests had closely collaborated with the ill-famed Communist Secret Police
(the Securitate), denouncing their fellow clergymen and sometimes even revealing the
confidential confessions of their parishioners. The unrepented past of some theologians,
such as Father Dumitru Stăniloae (1903–1993), and some of the members of the Holy
Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church cast a shadow of doubt on the credibility of
the Orthodox Church and its clergymen in post-Communist Romanian society.1
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1Fr. Dumitru Stăniloae’s code name as an informant for the Securitate was “Văleanu Ion.” Please see
Arhivele Consiliului Național pentru Studierea Arhivelor Securității (hereafter abbreviated as ACNSAS),
Fond Rețea, file 254359, vol. 2, p. 11; Balázs Trencsényi, “Afterlife or Reinvention? ‘National
Essentialism’ in Romania and Hungary after 1945,” in Hungary and Romania Beyond National
Narratives: Comparisons and Entanglements, ed. Anders E. B. Blomqvist, Constantin Iordachi, and
Balázs Trencsényi (Oxford: Peter Lang, 2013), 552–553; and Ioan I. Ică Jr., ed., Persoană și comuniune:
Prinos de Cinstire Părintelui Profesor Academician Dumitru Stăniloae la împlinirea vârstei de 90 de ani
(Sibiu: Editura Arhiepiscopiei Ortodoxe Sibiu, 1993). For the post-Communist historiography addressing
the relevance of the Communist past for the Romanian post-Communist Orthodox Church, see Lavinia
Stan and Lucian Turcescu, Religion and Politics in Post-Communist Romania (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 65–91; Cristian Romocea, Church and State: Religious Nationalism and State
Identification in Post-Communist Romania (London: Continuum, 2011), 22–44; and Iuliana Conovici,
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During the interwar years, through his newspaper articles, Father Stăniloae supported
the ultranationalist and antisemitic agenda of various Fascist movements and promoted
an anti-ecumenical and xenophobic brand of Orthodox theology among his Sibiu stu-
dents.2 Following his imprisonment during the early Communist years, scholars turned
their attention from his tainted past, and Staniloae’s works received an enthusiastic
reception in Western academia, thus propelling him to become one of the major theo-
logians of the twentieth century.3

Using Father Stăniloae’s case as a precedent, historians affiliated with the Orthodox
Church have whitewashed some of the biographies of the interwar generation of
Transylvanian theologians.4 By disregarding the controversial details about a number
of respected theologians’ and clergymen’s Fascist allegiances, antisemitic views, and
collaborations with the Securitate, church historians have used their post-Communist
writings to forge a deliberate process of collective ecclesiastical forgetting of the
Fascist and Communist past of church officials.5 Therefore, the highly compromised
personal and political histories of the “Stăniloae generation” of theologians from
Sibiu (Father Stăniloae, Father Liviu Stan, Father Teodor Bodogae, Father Spiridon
Cândea, Father Nicolae Terchilă, and Father Nicolae Mladin) have been sealed away
in private files in the church’s archives, while—thanks to church historians’ carefully
crafted writings—these men have enjoyed the status of role models for future genera-
tions of young theologians.6

One of the most striking examples of a church biography that bears the markings of
its post-Communist recuperation is that of Father Liviu Stan (1910–1973), the leading

“Re-weaving Memory: Representations of the Interwar and Communist Periods in the Romanian Orthodox
Church after 1989,” Journal of the Study of Religion and Ideologies 12, no. 35 (Summer 2013): 114–119.

2D. Stăniloae, “Între românism și catolicism,” Telegraful român, 29 November 1930; and D. Stăniloae,
“Păreri greșite despre raportul între Ortodoxie și naționalism,” Telegraful român, 31 October 1937. Also,
he openly advocated in favor of Italian Fascism against the Vatican. See Dumitru Stăniloae, Catolicismul
de după războiu (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1933), 139–155; and Diorates [Dumitru
Stăniloae], “Conflictul între Italia și Vatican,” Telegraful român, 13 June 1931. According to archival
sources, Stăniloae was an active symphatizer of the Iron Guard. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file
165105, p. 125; ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 203672, vol. 1, p. 48.

3Charles Miller, The Gift of the World: An Introduction to the Theology of Dumitru Staniloae (London: T
and T Clark, 2000); C. Cogoni, C. Crisan, and S. Marcus, Il Genio teologico di padre Dumitru Staniloae:
Prospettive antropologiche, teologiche e sacramentali (Rome: Cittadella, 2010); Radu Bordeianu, Dumitru
Staniloae: An Ecumenical Ecclesiology (London: T and T Clark, 2011); and Jürgen Henkel, Dumitru
Stăniloae: Leben-Werk-Theologie (Freiburg: Herder, 2017).

4George Enache, Ortodoxie și putere politică în România contemporană (Bucharest: Nemira, 2005); and
Florin Duțu, Autobiografii ale teologilor români ortodocși în arhivele securității (Bucharest: Floare de colț,
2016).

5Aurel Jivi and Sebastian Moldovan, eds., Biblie și Teologie: Prinos de cinstire Părintelui Profesor Dr.
Nicolae Neaga la împlinirea vârstei de 85 de ani (Sibiu: Editura și tiparul Arhiepiscopiei ortodoxe
române, 1997); and Nicolae Chifăr and Dragoş Boicu, eds., Vocație și dăruire: In Memoriam Părinților
Profesori Milan Șesan și Teodor Bodogae (Sibiu: Andreiană, 2012).

6Metropolitan Antonie (Plămădeală), “Generația Stăniloae,” in Ică, Persoană și comuniune, xii; and
Ionuț Florin Biliuță, “Un fascism clerical regional? Cazul Academiei Teologice Andreiene din Sibiu
(1932–1941),” in Cler, Biserică și Societate în Transilvania (sec. XVII-XX), ed. Cornel Sigmirean and
Corina Teodor (Cluj-Napoca: Argonaut, 2016), 404–424.
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canonist of the Romanian Orthodox Church.7 During Communist times, he was a top
bureaucrat in the State Department of Religious Denominations, as well as the insider
who helped the Communist authorities draw up their 1948 religious policy.8 In the early
1950s, he envisaged the first systematic criteria for the canonization of saints in the
Orthodox Church and, consequently, worked closely with the Communist Party and
the central administration to achieve the first national canonizations in 1955.9 In addi-
tion, he was the designer of the ecumenical openness of the Orthodox Church in the
early 1960s.10 Furthermore, the Securitate used him in the early 1950s as bait in inter-
national operations which aimed to repatriate several Fascist exiles condemned by the
Communist authorities—such as, for instance, Metropolitan Visarion Puiu in France
and Archbishop Valerian Trifa in the United States—and bring them to court.11

With an academic and bureaucratic career spanning almost four decades and a cha-
meleonic ability to survive political changes, Father Stan remains a theological model,
respected and imitated by contemporary Orthodox theologians. Nevertheless, his polit-
ical activities during the interwar years remain a well-kept secret from most clergymen
and theologians. For instance, during his student years, Stan enlisted in radical nation-
alist student organizations in Cernăuți (such as Arboroasa and the Student Legionary
Center), became a leading member of the Iron Guard in Sibiu County, and served as
director of the Department for Religious Denominations during the short-lived
National Legionary State. After the Communist takeover, in 1947, he survived the
purges against former Legionary members of the Orthodox Church by making exten-
sive use of his contacts in the political arena.

Always possessing a double allegiance—to the church on the one hand and to the
state or the ruling regime of the day on the other—people like Father Stan were able

7Florin Dobrei, ed., Dreptul canonic în viața Bisericii: In memoriam Preot prof. dr. Liviu Stan (1910–
1973) (Deva: Editura Episcopiei Devei și Hunedoarei, 2013).

8“Legea pentru regimul general al cultelor religioase: Part I” Monitorul Oficial 178, 4 August 1948; and
Liviu Stan, Legea Cultelor (Bucharest: Tipografia Institutului Biblic și de Misiune Ortodoxă, 1950). Liviu
Stan took inspiration from previous Legionary projects which reformed the Orthodox Church. See
Benedict Ghiuș, Antim Nica, Ioil Babacă, and Nicodem Ioniță, Înoește-te noule Ierusalime: Gânduri pentru
reorganizarea Bisericii (Cernica: Tipografia Mănăstirii Cernica, 1940), which is dedicated to Codreanu. See
ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 000701, vol. 1, p. 313. For the fact that this 1940 Legionary project was the
source inspiration for the 1948 law concerning the status of religious denominations in the legal framework
of the Communist state, see ACNSAS, Fond Rețea, file 319280, p. 39. See Cristian Vasile, Biserica Ortodoxă
în primul deceniu comunist (Bucharest: Curtea Veche, 2005), 132–142.

9Liviu Stan, Sfinții români (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1945); Liviu Stan, “Despre canon-
izarea sfinţilor în Biserica Ortodoxă,” Ortodoxia 2, no. 2 (1950): 272–273; and Gheorghe Racoveanu,
Mişcarea Legionară şi Biserica: Omenia şi frumuseţea cea dintîi (Bucharest: Samizdat, 2002), 83n5. For
the early 1950s negotiations between the Orthodox Church and those of the Communist state regarding
national canonizations of saints, see Arhiva Secretariatului de Stat Culte, Fond Direcţia Studii, Adrese,
Referate, Diverse Situaţii cu Privire la Bibliotecile din Cuprinsul unor Eparhii din Ţară, file 72/1952, vol.
2, p. 11.

10ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 261033, vol. 2, p. 2; ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 185032, vol. 2,
p. 60. About the participation of the Romanian Orthodox Church in the 1960s Ecumenical Movement,
see Kaisamari Hintikka, The Romanian Orthodox Church and the World Council of Churches, 1961–
1977 (Helsinki: Luther Agricola Society, 2000), 35–68; and Kaisamari Hintikka, “The Pride and
Prejudice of Romanian Orthodox Ecumenism,” in Orthodox Christianity and Contemporary Europe, ed.
Jonathan Sutton and Wil van der Bercken (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 455–463.

11ACNSAS, Fond Serviciul de Informatii Externe, file 143, p. 57; and ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file
5103, vol. 3, p. 6.
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to play one allegiance against the other in their struggle for survival. Through the lens of
Father Stan’s life and political fortunes, this article presents a detailed account of the
successive ideological reconversions of a certain professional religious category—
namely that of Transylvanian Orthodox clergymen—from the early 1930s until the
mid-1940s.

The first part of this article centers on Stan’s Fascist activism as manifested through
his publications in the Legionary press, which was in line with his ambition to climb the
promotional ladder in both the Legionary Movement and the academic structures of the
Orthodox Church. As a Fascist and a theologian, Liviu Stan preserved his double alle-
giance to the Legionary Movement and the Orthodox Church.

Part two discusses the events that followed September 5, 1940, when Stan’s promo-
tion in the National Legionary State’s administration resulted in the materialization of
the general will of the Orthodox clergymen, whereby they demanded the reform of the
ossified institutional structure of the Orthodox Church. Although a failure in late 1940,
the theological and ideological continuities between the professional elites of the inter-
war period and the Communist times insured that Stan’s design for new religious
legislation was adopted by the Communist regime in the 1950s.

Part three discusses Father Stan’s views about racism and the racial theories which
circulated in southern Transylvania, especially in the Transylvanian Association for
Romanian Literature and the Culture of the Romanian People (ASTRA) circles and
at the Schools of Eugenics and Biopolitics in Cluj and Sibiu. Stan’s response to the
emergence of Nazi-influenced racial theories in the field of medical studies and eugenics
underscored the importance of Christianity in shaping a racist identity for the
Romanian nation.

The interaction of different professional groups with Fascism and the authoritarian
regimes in interwar Romania has already received the attention of scholars.12 During
the last decade, the survival of the professional elites—such as professors, architects,
and army officers—from the Fascist interwar period to the Communist period has
begun to interest scholars, who have been eager to point out the commonalities between
the two totalitarian ideologies.13

Using primary sources from a vast array of archival collections—such as the
Romanian National Archives, the National Council for the Study of Securitate’s
Archives, theological journals, and Legionary newspapers—I argue that some theolo-
gians have also survived political regimes and changed their discourse to fit the new
political power. Theologian Liviu Stan had a remarkable ability to survive political
purges and make himself available for any newcomer in power in Romanian political
life. For the purposes of this article, he functions as an ecclesiastical “Menocchio.”14

Rather than focusing on the detailed biography of Father Stan, by making use of the
microhistorical approach, this text uses the allegory of Stan’s life to decipher the

12Dana Beldiman, Armata și Mișcarea Legionară, 1927–1947 (Bucharest: Institutul Național pentru
Studiul Totalitarismului, 2002); Roland Clark, Holy Legionary Youth: Fascist Activism in Interwar
Romania (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2015), 151–184; and Constantin Iordachi and Blasco
Sciarrino, “War Veterans, Demobilization and Political Activism: Greater Romania in Comparison,”
Fascism: Journal of Comparative Fascist Studies 6, no. 1 (2017): 75–117.

13Stefano Bottoni, “Reassessing the Communist Takeover in Romania: Violence, Institutional
Continuity, and Ethnic Conflict Management,” East European Politics and Societies 24, no. 1 (January
2010): 59–89.

14For Menocchio, see Carlo Ginzburg, Il formaggio e i vermi: Il cosmo di un mugnaio del ‘500 (Torino:
Einaudi, 1978).
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interactions of an entire generation of Transylvanian theologians in the context of the
interwar reshaping of the hierarchies of power and authority. It also deals with their
subsequent collaboration with ultranationalism (Fascism), racism, and a dictatorship
and their innate ability to survive purges and political change.15

While present-day historiography focuses on the interactions between the Orthodox
clergy and the Iron Guard during the interwar period, this article challenges this time
frame and perspective by pointing out that some of the Fascist clergymen survived the
collapse of the National Legionary State (January 1941), the downfall of General Ion
Antonescu’s military dictatorship (August 23, 1944), and the stealth transition toward
a Communist regime (1944–1947) by accommodating their views to the mainstream
ideology of the day.16 It unravels the multiple ideological permutations of this clerical
opportunism in a manner that goes beyond the usual concept of “clerical Fascism”
by describing the ultranationalist allegiances of Christian clergymen.17

II. The Early (Fascist) Years (1932–1940)
The youthful political adventures of the future theologian began during his student
years in the Department of Orthodox Theology at Cernăuți University (1928–
1932).18 During this time, Liviu Stan engaged in nationalistic politics through his active
membership in student organizations. With a large German-speaking Jewish commu-
nity and, after the 1918 union between Bukovina (formerly part of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire) and the Romanian Kingdom, with an increasing number
of students from Transylvania, the Old Kingdom, and Bessarabia, the former
German-speaking Cernăuți University experienced a sweeping transformation.19 The

15For the differences between biography and microhistory, see Carlo Ginzburg, “Mikro-Historie: Zwei
oder drei Dinge die ich von dir weiß,” Historische Anthropologie 1, no. 2 (1993), 169–192; Giovanni
Levi, “On microhistory,” in New Perspectives on Historical Writing, ed. Peter Burke (Cambridge: Polity,
1991), 106–107; Francesca Trivellato, “Microstoria/Microhistoire/Microhistory,” French Politics, Culture
and Society 33, no. 1 (Spring 2015): 125, 127; and Jill Lepore, “Historians who Love too Much:
Reflections on Microhistory and Biography,” Journal of American History 88, no. 1 (June 2001): 133.

16Oliver Jens Schmitt, “Der orthodoxe Klerus in Rumänien und die extreme Rechte in der
Zwischenkriegszeit,” in Klerus und Nation in Südosteuropa vom 19. bis zum 20. Jahrhundert, ed.
Aleksandar Jakir and Marko Trogrlć (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2014), 187–214; Clark, Holy Legionary
Youth, 28–32; and Radu Harald Dinu, Faschismus, Religion und Gewalt in Südosteuropa: Die Legion
Erzengel Michael und die Ustaša in historischen Vergleich (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2013), 208–214.

17Roger Griffin, “The ‘Holy Storm’: ‘Clerical Fascism’ through the Lens of Modernism,” Totalitarian
Movements and Political Religions 8, no. 2 (June 2007): 220; and Roger Griffin, “An Unholy Alliance?
The Convergence between Revealed Religion and Sacralized Politics in Inter-war Europe,” in Catholicism
and Fascism in Europe, 1918–1945, ed. Jean Nelis, Anne Morelli, and Danny Praet (Hildersheim: Georg
Olms, 2015), 49–67.

18Liviu Stan was born on July 11, 1911, in Socet (Hunedoara County), in the family of an Orthodox
priest. He completed his high school studies in Deva and Lugoj (1921–1928). For more details about
his biography, see Dicționarul teologilor români, ed. Mircea Păcurariu (Bucharest: Enciclopedică, 2002),
s.v. “Liviu Stan”; and Mircea Păcurariu, “Personalitatea Preotului Prof. dr. Liviu Stan,” in Dobrei,
Dreptul canonic în viața Bisericii, 15.

19Irina Livezeanu, Cultural Politics in Greater Romania: Regionalism, National Building and Ethnic
Struggle, 1918–1930 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1995), 211–244; Mariana Hausleitner, Die
Rumänisierung der Bukowina: Die Durchsetzung des nationalstaatlichen Anspruchs Grossrumäniens
1918–1944 (Munich: Oldenbourg, 2001); and Susanne Marten-Finnis and Markus Winkler, “Location
Memory versus Space of Communication: Presses, Languages, and Education among the Czernovitz
Jews, 1918–1941,” Central Europe 7, no. 1 (2009): 31.
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radicalization of the Romanian youth toward Jewish and Ukrainian (Ruthenian) minor-
ities was the result of the state-imposed process of the nationalization of the primary
and secondary school system in Bukovina, responsible for forcefully birthing a genera-
tion of autochthon nationalist antisemites.20 Under the impact of the state’s nationali-
zation policies in Bukovina, the Romanian-, German-, and Ukrainian-speaking student
communities transformed the liberal values of mutual toleration into a cauldron of
xenophobic rancor directed against Jewish students. Through accusations that they
were “invading” Romanian universities, Jewish students became the main targets of dis-
crimination by “Christian” students—even if statistics show that in the Departments of
Law, Letters and Philosophy, and Sciences, Jewish students hardly comprised more than
40 percent of the total number of students.21

The fact that the Orthodox clergy and the students radicalized their antisemitic views
and sided with the Iron Guard is also connected to the academic milieu of the
Department of Orthodox Theology at Cernăuți. Young students started looking for
salient intellectual alternatives to the faculty that after 1918 supported conventional
democratic parties such as the National Liberal Party (PNL).22 When the Student
Center from Cernăuți was founded, with its platform following the radical nationalist
and antisemitic principles of the so-called “1922 Generation” (which comprised
of the leaders of the antisemitic student riots in unified Romania), its first leader was
Father Domițian Spânu (1892–1936), a young, cutting-edge professor in the
Department of Orthodox Theology whose antisemitic and nationalist views influenced
the students.23 In their attempts to contribute to the state-implemented process of
ethnic homogenization in post-1918 Romania, the martial language employed by this
young generation of ultra-nationalists—portraying the Jewish minority as their enemy-
—struck a powerful cord in the souls of the theology students.24 They perceived

20Ion Nistor, Bucovina sub dominațiunea românească: La 20 de ani dela Unire (Cernăuți: s.n., 1938),
49–51; Dragoș Vitencu, Când dai nas lui Ivan . . . Mic tratat despre ucrainomanie (Cernăuți: Editura
Mazililor și Răzășilor Bucovineni, 1934), 6, 65–78; Livezeanu, Cultural Politics, 60–78; Radu Florian
Bruja, Extrema dreaptă în Bucovina (Târgoviște: Cetatea de Scaun, 2012), 46–47; and Victoria Camelia
Cotos, Populația Bucovinei în perioada interbelică (Iași: Demiurg, 2009), 155–174.

21Lucian Nastasă “Antisemitismul universitar în România (1919–1939),” in Antisemitismul universitar
în România (1919–1939): Mărturii documentare, ed. Lucian Nastasă (Cluj-Napoca: Editura Institutului
pentru Studierea Problemelor Minorităţilor Naţionale, 2011), 64–80. For the Legionary figures, see
Memoriu adresat tuturor țărilor–cu privire la situația românilor și jidanilor din România (Iași: Biblioteca
Generația nouă, 1928), 9; and Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, Scrisori studențești din închisoare (Iași:
Biblioteca Generația Nouă, 1925), 12–13, 15–16.

22Marc-Antoine Costa de Beauregard and Dumitru Stăniloae, Mică dogmatică vorbită: Dialoguri la
Cernica, 2nd ed. (Sibiu: Deisis, 2000), 24; and Ioan I. Ică Jr., “Teologia Ortodoxă modernă și
contemporană–momente, figuri, parcurs, interpretare,” in Teologia Ortodoxă în secolul al XX-lea și la
începutul secolului al XXI-lea, ed. Viorel Ioniță (Bucharest: Basilica, 2011), 58–59.

23Ilie Imbrescu, Apostrofa unui teolog: Biserica și Mișcarea legionară (Bucharest: Cartea Românească,
1940), 20. For Fr. Domițian Spânu’s biography, see Dicționarul teologilor români, ed. Păcurariu, s.v.
“Domițian Spânu.” For the Department of Orthodox Theology from Cernăți, see Vladimir Trebici,
“Facultatea de Teologie din Cernăuți (1875–1940) și importanța sa ecumenică,” in Autocefalie,
Patriarhie, Slujire Sfântă: Momente aniversare în Biserica Ortodoxă Română, ed. Fr. Constantin Pârvu,
Fr. Mircea Păcurariu, and Fr. Ioan Floca (Bucharest: Editura Institutului Biblic și de Misiune al Bisericii
Ortodoxe Române, 1995), 360–367; Mardarie Popinciuc, Pentru Sfânta Cruce, Pentru Țară (Freiburg:
Coresi, 1985), 55–75; and Bruja, Extrema dreaptă în Bucovina, 45.

24Ion Fleșeriu, Amintiri (Madrid: Generația 1922, 1977), 27–44; Constantin Papanace, Destinul unei
generații: Geneza și urmările lui 10 Decembrie 1922 (Bucharest: Scara, 2002); Lorenzo Baracchi Tua,
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antisemitic activism as a form of missionary work that they, as the future spiritual
enlighteners of the masses, had to perform.25

In the Fascist “mazeway resynthesis,” Christian theologians associated their love
of mankind with their hatred for their neighbor and their Christology based on
Christ’s commandment for love of humankind with an almost ecumenical theolog-
ical justification for the racial hatred they directed against Jews and other
ethnic minorities.26 Whether or not they were aware of this ambivalence, Fascist
theologians stuck to their theological specializations when publishing in state-
patronized or theological journals and expressed their Fascist views when writing
in the Legionary press. This striking difference in tone and content between the pub-
lications in the theological versus the Legionary press can also be interpreted as a
sign of the coexistence of academic professionalization and political activism. As
was the case in Nazi Germany—besides the social and economic reasons
behind the interest of theologians and Christian clergymen in the “science of
antisemitism”—this co-existence of seemingly mutually exclusive views was related
to the innovative, avant-garde nature of the synthesis between Christian theology
and the emerging nationalist narratives of racial hatred.27

In this context, while studying at the Department of Orthodox Theology in Cernăuți,
Liviu Stan emerged as a dedicated political activist.28 According to his later statements
before the Communist authorities, he had enrolled in the famous nationalistic student
organization Arboroasa while there.29 On January 21, 1931, together with his fellow stu-
dents Ioan Beju (in his fourth year of studies, the librarian of the Cernăuți Theological
Department), Costache Ioan (also in his fourth year, the leader of the university student
center), and others, Stan (in his second year) took part in a manifestation in front of the
offices of the Jewish newspaper Vorwärts, protesting against the nomination of Nicolae
Fotino, a Jewish actor, for the position of director of the Romanian National Theater.
They broke the windows and afterward stormed the building, beating everyone
present.30 His violent activism in the ranks of the student center and in the student
body of the whole university earned his election, in October 1931, as the president of

Garda de Fier (Bucharest: Editura Mișcării Legionare, 1940), 36–37; and Traian Sandu, Un Fascisme
Roumain: Histoire de la Garde de fer (Paris: Perrin, 2014), 43–47.

25Nicolae Colan, “Biserica și politica,” Revista Teologică 16, no. 5–6 (May/June 1926): 119; and “Un par-
tid clerical?” Cuvântul, 3 June 1929. Even Codreanu spoke of the necessity of an incessant “missionary”
Fascism. See Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, Circulări și manifeste, 5th ed. (Munich: Colecția Europa, 1981), 41.

26The term was coined by Roger Griffin, Modernism and Fascism: The Sense of a Beginning under
Mussolini and Hitler (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 106–108.

27Susannah Heschel, The Aryan Jesus: Christian Theologians and the Bible in Nazi Germany (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2009), 19; and Paul A. Schapiro, “Faith, Murder, Resurrection: The Iron Guard
and the Romanian Orthodox Church,” in Antisemitism, Christian Ambivalence, and the Holocaust, ed.
Kevin Spicer (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2007), 136–172.

28According to Filon Lauric, the first Legionary organization in the Cernăuți Student Legionary Center
dates from 1931 and it was supported by influential university professors such as sociologist Traian
Brăileanu (1882–1947). See Mariana Conovici, Silvia Iliescu, and Octavian Silivestru, eds., Țara,
Legiunea, Căpitanul: Mișcarea Legionară în documente de istorie orală (Bucharest: Humanitas, 2008), 37.

29ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 119. For information about Arboroasa, see Dan
Jumară, Societățile culturale academice românești din Bucovina în perioada interbelică (Iași: Alfa, 2005).

30Arhivele Naționale ale României (hereafter abbreviated as ANR), Ministerul Instrucțiunii Publice,
Fond Direcția Învățământului Superior, file 523/1931, p. 11. This document has been reproduced in
Nastasă, Antisemitismul universitar in România, 478–479.

Church History 107

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640720000037 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009640720000037


the Cernăuți student center, but due to unknown “political reasons,” he declined this
position.31

After graduating from Cernăuți University summa cum laude with his bachelor
of arts and being admitted to their doctoral program in Canon Law, Stan asked the
metropolitan of Transylvania, Nicolae Bălan (1882–1955), for financial support to
pursue his studies abroad in Athens where he could improve his proficiency in
Ancient Greek.32 During his time in Athens, he cemented his friendships with other
Romanian students such as Gheorghe (Iustin) Moisescu (1910–1986), the future
Patriarch of the Romanian Orthodox Church (1977–1986); Petre Andonescu (1902–
1967), the future leader of the Arnota Legionary work camp; and, most importantly,
Father Spiridon Cândea (1902–1990), who joined the Romanian group of students in
Athens at his own expense.33 According to a statement delivered later to the
Securitate, Stan initially resented the Legionary Movement and constantly ridiculed
Andonescu’s fanatical Legionarism.34

Nevertheless, an informative document remitted by the General Inspectorate of
Police to the Communist Secret Police stated that it was during his Athenian period,
and due to Father Cândea’s increasing influence, that in 1932 Stan eventually expressed
his genuine support for the Iron Guard.35 Another external influence on the young
Liviu Stan might have been Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan himself, who persuaded the
authorities to release the Legionary leaders of Sibiu County from prison on
Christmas Eve 1933 following the governmental ban of the movement on December
9 of that year.36 By sponsoring a new generation of outstanding theologians with fellow-
ships abroad and inspiring their Fascist conversion, Metropolitan Bălan should be con-
sidered the spiritual father of the interwar generation of Fascist Orthodox theologians in
southern Transylvania and their protector after the suppression following the Legionary
rebellion (January 1941).37 Before the Stăniloae generation, there was a Bălan generation
to which Stăniloae and Stan also belonged.

31ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 119.
32ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 113; Pavel Cherescu, “Bursierii Mitropolitului Nicolae

Bălan,” in Slujitor al Bisericii și al Neamului: Părintele Prof. Univ. Dr. Mircea Păcurariu, membru corespon-
dent al Academiei Române, la împlinirea vârstei de 70 de ani (Cluj-Napoca: Renașterea, 2002), 640. From
1930 up to 1937, Liviu Stan received one of the largest sums of money of the Gojdu fellowship recipients,
238,675 lei. Dumitru Păcurariu, 230 de ani de învățământ teologic la Sibiu 1786–2016 (Sibiu: Andreiană,
2016), 155.

33ACNSAS, Fond MFI (Sibiu), file 12197, reel 146, vol. 1, p. 7; and ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file
185032, vol. 1, p. 2. For the Legionary working camps’ system, see Rebecca Anne Haynes, “Working
Camps, Commerce, and the Education of the ‘New Man’ in the Romanian Legionary Movement,”
Historical Journal 51, no. 4 (2008): 945; and Oliver Jens Schmitt, “‘Zum Kampf, Arbeiter’–Arbeitfrage
und Arbeitschaft in der Legionärsbewegung,” in Inszenierte Gegenmacht von rechts: Die ‘Legion Erzengel
Michael’ im Rumänien 1918–1938, ed. Armin Heinen and Oliver Jens Schmitt (München:
R. Oldernbourg, 2013), 277–360.

34ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 113.
35ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 2. According to Nicu Iancu, Sub steagul lui Codreanu:

Momente din trecutul legionar (Madrid: Dacia, 1973), 72, already in April 1931, when the first Legionary
nests appeared in Sibiu, student Valeriu Beleuță led the “Martirii credinței” Brotherhood of the Cross
formed from the Orthodox Academy of Theology’s students.

36ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 0055331, vol. 1, p. 29; and Corneliu Georgescu, Pe drumul cu
Arhangheli: Însemnări din viața unui legionar, 2nd ed. (Bucharest: Majadahonda, 1996), 1:13.

37ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 0055331, vol. 2, p. 31; and United States Holocaust Memorial Museum
Archives, Romanian Information Service Archives, Fond Nicolae Bălan, RG-25.004M, reel 244, file 26561,
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Father Stan’s later testimonies about his Legionary involvement tend to be in con-
tradiction with his articles in the Legionary press during the mid-1930s. In his memoirs,
written in Spanish, the exile lawyer Ion Fleșeriu, one of the leading Legionary figures
from Sibiu, confirmed that Stan’s Fascist conversion occurred in 1935.38 During his
time in Athens, Liviu Stan penned several articles in the cultural journal of Cernăuți,
which had the same name as the cultural movement associated with it: Iconar.39 At
the beginning of the 1930s, most of the important members of the circle around this
cultural journal—Vasile Posteucă (1912–1972), Traian Chelariu (1906–1966), and
Iulian Vesper (1906–1986)—were members of the same student organization,
Arboroasa, and there is a chance that they met Stan while pursuing their studies.40

Their Legionary conversion in 1935 coincided with Stan’s decision to side with the
Iron Guard.41 In his first article published in Iconar, while advocating in favor of the
authentic character of the divine call for repentance through the voice of the shepherd-
prophet Petrache Lupu (1907–1994), Stan praised Legionary work as a form of self-
sacrifice, as the historical enactment by the Legionaries of the Revelation of Maglavit
(in 1935) and God’s appeal to penance and a return to His ways:42

In our times, divine signs and miracles follow swiftly defying those agnostics who
smiled condescendingly. These decaying mummies with an arid posture feel they
lost their ground in front of entire legions of determined Romanians who tread
contemptuously, who bow before the Almighty, who work singing, who recover
their moral values and belief, who sanctify every place with the sacrifice of their
lives, and who place these values at the core of the new world they are building.
Young people hard as nature toil the labor of slaves for their faith, and they do
it because they found the meaning of their existence. Believing in God and in
the signs of time, they found their way toward eternal salvation on the brink of
the murderous abysses to which they were lured by those considering them already
damned.43

vol. 1, pp. 17, 27. For this generation of theologians’ gratitude, see Bishop Nicolae Popoviciu, “Școala
Mitropolitului Nicolae Bălan,” in Omagiu Înalt Prea Sfinției Sale Dr. Nicolae Bălan Mitropolitul
Ardealului La Douăzeci de Ani de Arhipăstorire (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1940), 178–181.

38Fleșeriu, Amintiri, 61; and ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 14. For contemporary nar-
ratives of Legionary conversion, see Gh. Arghiropol, “Pe șantierul de la Buga,” România creștină, 15 July
1935; George Beza, “Mărturisire de credinţă,” Revista mea, September/October 1935; and Vasile
Boldeanu “Ce-am văzut în tabăra Legionară la Carmen Sylva,” Braţul de Fier, September 1935.

39Dumitru Micu, “Gîndirea” și gîndirismul (Bucharest: Minerva, 1975), 635–640; and Mircea
A. Diaconu, Mișcarea “Iconar”: Literatură și politică în Bucovina anilor ’30 (Iași: Timpul, 1999).

40Diaconu, Mișcarea “Iconar,” 19. According to an archival document, Streinu was the president of
Arboroasa in 1932 and Professor Traian Brăileanu served as a figurehead for the society. See ACNSAS,
Fond Documentar, file 015385, vol. 4, pp. 2, 3. See also Vintilă, Întruchipările rațiunii, 131.

41Another element that might shed light on the Legionary conversion of Liviu Stan is the
anti-Communist pastoral letter signed by all the Orthodox bishops in Transylvania at the initiative of
Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 5555, vol. 1, p. 1.

42For Legionary work as a form of “white martyrdom,” see Ionuț Florin Biliuță, “The Archangel’s
Consecrated Servants: An Inquiry in the Relationship between the Romanian Orthodox Church and the
Iron Guard (1930–1941),” (PhD diss., Central European University, 2013), 175–182.

43Liviu Stan, “Manglavitul şi alte semne și minuni,” Iconar 1, no. 4 (1936): 7. Unless otherwise noted, all
translations from Romanian are by the author. For contemporary accounts about the miracles of Maglavit, see
D. Cristescu, “Referat din 30 iulie 1935,” Buletinul Oficial al Eparhiei Râmnicului Noului Severin 4, nos. 7–8
(July/August 1935): 379–387; Dem. Cristescu, Scurte lămuriri asupra minunii de la Maglavit (R. Vâlcea:
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As Jorge Dagnino has pointed out, Fascism brought a new vibe to institutionalized
religions, such as Roman Catholicism, by instilling in the ranks of the Catholic mili-
tancy a new approach to religion that forged a parallel modernity, a regenerative
force spiritually healing the technological malaise and decadent alienation of the mod-
ern world.44 In this sense, the Legionaries followed in the footsteps of Italian clergymen
and developed a fixation with religious mass experiences (Maglavit, the Vladimirești
revelations, the Burning Bush Movement, and so on) which exalted the virtues of mys-
tical communion and unmitigated access to transcendence.45 In addition, the metaphor
employed by Liviu Stan, describing Legionaries as “slaves of their faith” and radical
nationalist politics as a means of achieving internal religious salvation, stemmed
from the quasi-religious ethos cultivated in the Legionary imagination earlier by
Ion I. Moța (1902–1937) and Mihail Polihroniade (1906–1939).46

The transfer of Legionary ideas into religious rhetoric, namely the movement of
these ideas between the secular and religious milieus of the Iron Guard, can also be
noticed in the “cult of the Captain.”47 In the context of Corneliu Codreanu’s diviniza-
tion, Stan produced a eulogy to the Legionary leader’s messianic personality, meant to
seduce clergymen and theology students alike:

An archangel with a fire sword [Corneliu Codreanu, the Legionary leader] came to
strike down the beast digging our grave, to sound the alarm with the trumpets of
hope and, through the power of his actions, to mobilize around him all of those
with clear conscience and a heroic will from the swamp in which we have dwelled
for almost twenty years. Against this “sign” under the banner of Archangel
Michael, the head of the celestial powers, stood all the organized forces of Satan
and they arose against him with all their devilish instruments. But the sign contin-
ued to sound its trumpet, crying out loud to those in awe with him and the good
news [of national redemption] spread on the streets.48

Tipografia Episcopul Vartolomeiu a Sfintei Episcopii, 1935), 10–15; Ioan V. Gregorian, “Anul bisericesc 1935,”
Renașterea 15, no. 1 (January 1936): 10–11 speaks about the “Theophany from Maglavit”; and Ioan
Mihălcescu, “Rolul Maglavitului în viața noastră religioasă,” in Biserică-Cultură-Neam. Ciclul de conferințe
pe anul 1936 (Bucharest: Tipografia Viața literară, 1936), 19–35.

44Jorge Danino, Faith and Fascism: Catholic Intellectuals in Fascist Italy, 1925–1943 (Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2017), 24, 53. For the Nazi case, see John Connelly, From Enemy to Brother: The Revolution in
Catholic Teaching on the Jews, 1933–1965 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2012), 75.

45In the Fascist imaginery, the alledged revelations of Nun Veronica from Vladimirești Monastery turned
that place into “the new Maglavit,” one of the archtypes for Legionaries in the 1940s and 1950s in devel-
oping a carceral spirituality based on “hesychast” martyrdom. ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 234104,
p. 49; ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 002214, vol. 1, p. 133; and ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file
002214, vol. 3, p. 157.

46Ion I. Moța, “La icoană!” Pământul strămoșesc, 1 August 1927, pp. 9–10; Mihail Polihroniade,
“Construim!” Axa, 6 September 1933, p. 3; and Vasile Marin, “Răboj,” Axa, 19 September 1933, p. 5.

47Rebecca Anne Haynes, “Corneliu Zelea Codreanu: The Romanian ‘New Man,’” in In the Shadow of
Hitler: Personalities of the Right in Central and Eastern Europe, ed. Rebecca Haynes and Martyn Rady
(London: I. B. Tauris, 2011), 169–188; and Oliver Jens Schmitt, Căpitan Codreanu: Aufstieg und Fall des
rumänischen Faschistenführers (Vienna: Paul Zsolnay, 2016).

48Liviu Stan, “Manglavitul şi alte semne și minuni,” Iconar 1, no. 4 (1936): 7. For Maglavit and the
Legionary movement, see ANR, Ministerul de Interne, Fond Direcția Generală a Poliției, file 42/1935,
pp. 7, 9, 39; ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 236684, pp. 95, 108; Florin Müller, “Das Wunder von
Maglavit,” in Religion im Nationalstaat zwischen den Weltkriegen 1918–1939, ed. Martin Schulze Wessel
(Sttutgart: Steiner, 2002), 189–197; and Oliver Jens Schmitt, “Approaching the Social History of
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Just as Petrache Lupu had conveyed God’s message for collective penance and a
return to His ways, according to Stan’s account, under the protection of Archangel
Michael, Codreanu surfaced as an apocalyptic prophet crying out for the national
return of the younger generation to God.49 This brand of religious rhetoric can also
be found in other press articles and eulogies delivered by Legionary priests or theolo-
gians associated with the movement.50

The same is true for the usage of the Legionary metaphor of national resurrection, a
theological category dear to the young Liviu Stan.51 In his view, the resurrection of the
Romanian nation, achieved by the unification of the Old Kingdom and the newly
acquired provinces in 1918, had a complementary relationship with what Stan termed
“the Romanian law” (legea românească).52 Following the example set by the Walachian
and Moldavian princes in the past of priviledging their own subjects over foreigners in
front of the law, Stan believed that the spirit of the law had to be subordinated to national
imperatives alone, rather than aiming for a sense of justice for everyone.53 More impor-
tantly, by abiding to the primacy of the nation in the judicial process, the Romanian law
carried within itself the seeds of the new and final resurrection of the Romanian nation.54

After his time in Athens, Stan moved to Warsaw to study Law, Catholic Theology,
and Letters for one year in 1934, followed in 1935 by another year of studies in Rome at
the Gregorian Institute, focusing on Canon Law and Catholic Theology.55 Between 1936
and 1937, he studied Law and Philosophy at the University of Munich.56 Just as in the
cases of other Orthodox clergymen, the turning point in his Legionary affinities came
during the funeral ceremonies, organized by the Iron Guard, of Ion I. Moța and Vasile
Marin, two Legionary leaders who died during the Spanish Civil War while fighting on
the side of the Spanish nationalists (on January 13, 1937).57 When the train carrying the

Romanian Fascism: The Legionaries of Vâlcea County in Interwar Period,” Fascism: Journal of Comparative
Fascist Studies 3, no. 2 (2014): 130–131.

49For the idea of Fascist prophetism, see Griffin, Modernism and Fascism, 273–275. For the relation
between ultranationalism and apocalyptical thinking forming a secular Nazi eschatology, see Richard
Landes, Heaven on Earth: The Varieties of the Millennial Experiences (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2011), 353–357; and Eric Kurlander, Hitler’s Monsters: A Supernatural History of the Third Reich (New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2017), 41–42.

50Gheorghe Furnică, “Linia lepădării de sine,” România creștină, 15 July 1935; and Ilie Imbrescu,
“Chemarea Neamurilor,” Vestitorii, 13 March 1936.

51Liviu Stan, “Învierea ‘legii românești,’” Iconar 1, no. 8 (1936): 1–2.
52Traian Herseni,Mișcarea legionară și țărănimea, 3rd ed. (Bucharest: Editura Mișcării Legionare, 1937), 6.
53See Liviu Stan, Dreptul în gândirea românească (Brașov: Tipografia Astra, 1943), 3.
54Liviu Stan, “Învierea ‘legii românești,’” Iconar 1, no. 8 (1936): 2. He also built his thoughts upon Nae

Ionescu’s views. See Nae Ionescu, “Ce înseamnă stăpânire românească,” Gândul Neamului 1, no. 1 (March
1935): 8–9.

55Dicționarul teologilor români, ed. Păcurariu, s.v. “Liviu Stan.”
56According to Michael Phayer, The Catholic Church and the Holocaust, 1930–1965 (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 2001), 17, at that time, the Catholic parish priest of the Frauenkirche from
München was Fr. Hermann Muckermann, SJ (1877–1962), one of the leading Catholic raciologists from
Nazi Germany. Nevertheless, Liviu Stan was never listed as a regular student at the university nor—despite
his claims that he was a visiting student—does he appear in the records as a foreign or external student. For
the most complete set of student records from the interwar years available, see Universität München:
Studenten Werzeichgnis, Winter-Halbjahr 1936–1937 (Munich: s.n., 1937).

57Valentin Săndulescu, “Sacralised Politics in Action: The February 1937 Burial of the Romanian
Legionary Leaders Ion Moța and Vasile Marin,” Totalitarian Movements and Political Religions 8, no. 2
(June 2007): 259–269.
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bodies of the Legionary martyrs reached the Romanian border, Stan and his wife
boarded the train and took active part in the ceremonies, including the grandiose burial
staged by the Legionaries in Bucharest (on February 13, 1937).58

Following these events, Stan officially joined the ranks of the Legion at the sugges-
tion of Metropolitan Bălan, whose real intention was to use Stan as his eyes and ears in
the Legionary Movement.59 He also ordained the young Liviu Stan as a priest and
offered him a teaching position—first in Apologetics, then in Canon Law—at the
Academy of Orthodox Theology in Sibiu in order to put the financial investment in
Stan’s theological training to good use.60 As Zoltán Pálfy has noted, in the eyes of
the Transylvanian Romanian elite, priesthood was “the quintessence of the intellectual
career within traditionalist ethnic society.”61 In other words, in interwar Transylvania,
Orthodox priesthood came with several advantages, such as social prestige and a leading
position in society.

Stan’s official membership was not the result of a hasty, irrational decision. Rather, it
signaled the fact that after the burials of Moța and Marin, 33 percent of the Legionary
candidates who stood for election in Parliament were Orthodox priests who had joined
the ranks of the Iron Guard.62 In this context, scholars have also stressed the impor-
tance of soldiers, civil servants, teachers, university professors, and the clergy in all
forms of Fascism in the Habsburg “successor state.”63

Due to their religious affiliation, Orthodox clergymen in Transylvania expressed a
provincial, Romanian, and clerical form of Fascism, which in some respects differed
from that of their Bucharest counterparts.64 Despite their fondness of the Fascist ideal
that said that all Christian denominations should be considered equal, when
Metropolitan Bălan protested against the financial beneficies awarded to the Roman-
and Greek-Catholic churches by the Romanian state following the scandal regarding
Romania’s concordat with the Vatican (1927), theologians in Sibiu professed a vivid con-
tempt for the Uniate Church, whose claim of being a “national church”—long before the
Romanian Orthodox Church—caused it to fall from the Legion’s good graces.65 The

58ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 120.
59ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 121.
60Dicționarul teologilor români, ed. Păcurariu, s.v. “Liviu Stan”; and Păcurariu, 230 de ani, 164.
61Zoltán Pálfy, “Nationhood Reasserted: Transylvanian Educated Elites Before and After the 1918

Change of Sovereignty,” in Blomqvist, Iordachi, and Trencsényi, Hungary and Romania, 331.
62Radu Ioanid, The Sword of the Archangel: Fascist Ideology in Romania (Boulder: East European

Monographs, 1990), 39, 70–72; Michael Mann, Fascists (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004),
276; and Dylan Riley, The Civic Foundations of Fascism in Europe: Italy, Spain, and Romania, 1870–1945
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2010), 136–137.

63Peter F. Sugar, “Conclusion,” in Native Fascism in Successor States, 1918–1945, ed. Peter F. Sugar (Santa
Barbara: Clio, 1971), 170–173. The quote is from Mann, Fascists, 276. For the right-wing mobilization in
interwar Transylvania, see Florian Kührer-Wielach, “The Transylvanian Promise: Political Mobilization,
Unfulfilled Hope and the Rise of Authoritarianism in Interwar Romania,” European Review of History
23, no. 4 (2016): 580–594.

64Păcurariu, 230 de ani, 153–189. For the tensions between center and the periphery in Fascism, see
Paul Corner, Fascist Party and Popular Opinion in Mussolini’s Italy (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2012), 23–50; and Christopher Duggan, Fascist Voices: An Intimate History of Mussolini’s Italy (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2013), 179–215.

65Nicolae [Bălan] of Ardeal, “Săvârșitu-s-a,” Telegraful Român, 8 February 1928; Metropolitan Nicolae
Bălan, Biserica Neamului și drepturile ei (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1928), 32–34;
Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, Biserica împotriva Concordatului (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane,
1929); Ioan Mateiu, Politica bisericească a Statului românesc (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane,
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debate around the signing of the concordat encouraged some of the right-wing intellec-
tuals (Nae Ionescu, Nichifor Crainic) and the Orthodox clergy in Transylvania to profess
disdain toward democracy and look for other political outlets, such as the Fascist Iron
Guard, to defend their “Christian” values in the political arena.66

The administrative autonomy of the Orthodox Church in Transylvania from the
Bucharest Patriarchy, the call for administrative decentralization, and the frenetic
emphasis on the Orthodox faith as the only spiritual basis for developing any future
Romanian nationalism were also hot items on the agenda of the clerical Fascists at
the Theological Academy in Sibiu.67 In addition, many Orthodox clergymen embraced
the Fascist revolution as a means to improve their clergy’s apostolic training and
reshape its destitute status in relation to the Romanian state.68 Accordingly, Stan rein-
terpreted the Legionary myth of national resurrection as prophesized by Corneliu
Codreanu in a pragmatic manner, as an institutional reorganization of the Orthodox
Church, and as a spiritual renewal of the moral apostolic life of its clergy; in other
words, issues that had to be dealt with in a future Legionary state.69

During the electoral campaign in autumn 1937, Ion Fleșeriu, the Legionary leader of
Sibiu County, decided that Stan should deliver electoral speeches in different villages
and small cities in Sibiu County in favor of the Legionary candidates on account of
his brilliant intellect and his ardent Legionary activism.70 He did just that when
he took to the stage at an electoral rally in Miercurea Sibiului to speak in favor
of the Legionary candidates in the upcoming elections with Commander of the
Annunciation (comandant al Bunei-Vestiri) and one of the founding members of
the Legion Corneliu Georgescu (1902–1945) and Legionary commander Dumitru
Banea (1911–2000) who was the brother of the Legionary leader of Transylvania, Ion
Banea (1905–1939).71 With Ion Fleșeriu, Liviu Stan advertised the Legionary electoral
list in the villages of Bradu and Alțâna, and with Ion Olteanu, he took part in another
electoral meeting in Apoldu de Sus.72

In order to increase the impact of the propaganda carried out by Orthodox priests,
the Legionary program targeted specific social classes—peasants, blue-collar workers,
village intellectuals, and so on—by referencing the sacrifice of Moța and Marin and
by describing the Legionaries as “the soldiers of Christ.”73 Aware of the peculiarities

1931), 114–118; Nechita Runcan, Concordatul Vaticanului cu România: Considerații istorico-juridice
(Constanța: Ex Ponto, 2000), 42–59; and Mihai Constantin, Biserica și elitele intelectuale interbelice (Iași:
Institutul European, 2009), 39–46. For Codreanu’s ban on Roman Catholic and Uniate membership in
the Iron Guard (on January 14, 1938), see Codreanu, Circulări și manifeste, 238.

66Ionuț Biliuță, “The Ultranationalist Newsroom: Orthodox ‘Ecumenism’ in the Legionary Ecclesiastical
Newspapers,” Review of Ecumenical Studies 10, no. 2 (August 2018): 192.

67Teodor Bodogae, “Contribuția Ortodoxiei la formarea sufletului român,” Anuarul Academiei Teologice
Andreiane 9 (1932–1933): 125–132.

68Nicolae Colan, “Biserica și politica,” Revista Teologică 16, no. 5–6 (May/June 1926): 119.
69Liviu Stan, “Sete de lumină cerească,” Iconar 2, no. 8 (1937): 3; and Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, Pentru

legionari, 5th ed. (Timișoara: Gordian, 1994), 425. For the Fascist idea of resurrection, see Emilio Gentile,
The Sacralization of Politics in Fascist Italy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1996), 39; and Mark
Noucleous, “Long live death! Fascism, Resurrection, Immortality,” Journal of Political Ideologies 10, no.
1 (February 2005): 31–49.

70ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 15.
71ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 15.
72ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 15.
73Herseni, Mișcarea legionară și țărănimea, 4; Traian Herseni, Mișcarea legionară și muncitorii

(Bucharest: Editura Mișcării Legionare, 1937), 15, 27; Ion Banea, Ce este și ce vrea Mișcarea Legionară:
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of the clerical Fascists from the Theological Academy in Sibiu, the local Legionary lead-
ership sent them on propaganda tours only in villages where the population was over-
whelmingly in favor of the Orthodox Church in order to prevent violent clashes
between the Orthodox and the Uniates, which would have had undesirable conse-
quences for the Legionary propaganda effort.74

Stan later claimed that during the 1937 electoral campaign, at the direct recommen-
dation of Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, besides being responsible for Legionary propa-
ganda, the leadership of Sibiu County entrusted him with the evaluation of new
applicants and issuing new membership cards.75 This promotion came as a reward
for his intervention with Metropolitan Bălan where he encouraged Bălan to vacate
the Sibiu archbishopric’s two-room apartment at the Bulevard Hotel in Sibiu to
make room for the new Legionary party headquarters.76 Furthermore, he left the
“Gheorghe Lazăr” nest (the smallest Legionary organization, made up of twelve men)
headed by Nicolae Petrașcu (1907–1968) and joined a group of Legionary theologians
from the Academy of Theology in Sibiu led by Father Spiridon Cândea (1902–1990).77

The instauration of the royal dictatorship of Carol II (1893–1953) in February 1938
caused the Legionary priests to reconsider their allegiances to the Iron Guard.78 One of
these “repenting” priests was Liviu Stan, who decided to officially end his membership
of the Iron Guard.79 In autumn 1938, Metropolitan Bălan requested from all his sub-
ordinates, Stan included, a public statement of dissociation from the Iron Guard and
convinced them to hand over all the Legionary propaganda material in their posses-
sion.80 According to Ion Fleșeriu, the explanation for this unusual request might be
related to the fact that even after Codreanu’s assassination on November 29, 1938,

Cărticică pentru săteni, 2nd ed. (Sibiu: Editura Curierul, 1937), 27, 46–47; and George Ciulpan, Satul
românesc (Bucharest: Universul, 1937), 1; “Legiunea și muncitorii,” Libertatea, 2 September 1937.

74The Legionary leadership was also punishing the Greek-Catholic priests from Sibiu County for refus-
ing to attend the consecration of the Legionary crosses (troițe) in memory of the Legionary martyrs Moța
and Marin. See V. Dreptul, “Din viața legionară: Din Copăcel,” Libertatea, 15 September 1937.
Nevertheless, Legionary agitation had to be carried out by propagandists among the Transylvanian
Uniates as well. See ANR, Ministerul de Interne, Fond Diverse, file 14/1937, p. 65.

75ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 121.
76ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 114.
77ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 114.
78Maria Bucur, “Carol II of Romania,” in Balkan Strongmen: Dictators and Authoritarian Rulers of

South-Eastern Europe, ed. Bernd J. Fischer (London: Hurst, 2007), 87–118; Constantin Iordachi, “A
Continuum of Dictatorships: Hybrid Totalitarian Experiments in Romania, 1937–1944,” in Rethinking
Fascism and Dictatorship in Europe, ed. António Costa Pinto and Aristotle Kallis (Basingstoke: Palgrave,
2014), 246–253; and Ilarion Țiu, Mișcarea legionară după Corneliu Codreanu: Dictatura regală (februarie
1938–septembrie 1940); Mecanismul schimbului de generații (Bucharest: Vremea, 2007), 38–64.

79ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 117. He also focused on his theological writing, pub-
lishing his PhD thesis in theology, defended in Cernăuți in 1937. See Liviu Stan, Mirenii în Biserică:
Importanța elementului mirean în Biserică și participarea lui la exercitarea puterii bisericești; Studiu
Canonic-Istoric (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1939).

80ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 115. The same letter was signed on October 25, 1939
by, among others, Fr. Nicolae Terchilă, (ACNSAS, Fond Penal, file 096040, vol. 2, p. 2) and Fr. Spiridon
Cândea, (ACNSAS, Fond MFI [Sibiu], file12197, reel 146, vol. 2, p. 77). From 1939 up to 1940,
Archbishop Bălan sent Teodor Bodogae to Belgrade to study Slavic languages in order to safeguard him
from the anti-Legionary persecution during the royal dictatorship. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file
165105, p. 128. For the thirty-four Legionary priests’ letter of public statement condemning the Iron
Guard signed on December 7, 1938, see Imbrescu, Biserica și Mișcarea legionară, 14–16.
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Bălan sought to remain on good terms with King Carol II. Together with the Greek
Catholic Metropolitan Alexandru Nicolescu of Blaj, he voiced his support for the
royal government of Patriarch Miron Cristea at a public rally in Alba-Iulia.81

Despite the public denunciation of his allegiance to the Iron Guard, Stan continued
to foster Legionary ideas and to cultivate personal relations with Legionary clergymen.
At the request of Father Ilie Imbrescu (1909–1949), a famous Legionary priest, Stan hid
the manuscript of Imbrescu’s book Biserica și Mișcarea Legionară (The Church and the
Legionary Movement) and his personal papers at the Library of the Theological
Academy in Sibiu.82 A similar thing happened with the Legionary manifestos and
three or four pistols belonging to the monk Mihăilescu, who in summer 1940 entrusted
them to Liviu Stan for safekeeping.83

III. Reforming the Church: A State Bureaucrat During the National Legionary State

On September 6, 1940, the authoritarian reign of King Carol II ended abruptly in abdi-
cation due to the social unrest caused by the territorial losses to Bolshevik Russia,
Hungary, and Bulgaria. General Ion Antonescu (1882–1946) and the Legionary
Movement, operating out of his underground hiding near Horia Sima, contributed to
this event by inciting the masses to overthrow the dictatorial regime of Carol II.84

The Legionary priests from Sibiu profited from the takeover of power, and because of
their ability to survive the purges of 1938–1939, they were promoted within the ranks
of the movement itself, the state, and the Orthodox Church.85 No wonder that
Metropolitan Bălan appointed his man Liviu Stan as Secretary General at the
Department of Religious Denominations.86 In an informative note received by the
Securitate about Stan, the informant described him as “a fanatical Transylvanian
Legionary, a superficial young man who always sits at his desk dressed in a green
shirt with his revolver on the table.”87 The recollections of archaeologist Vladimir
Dumitrescu (1902–1992), who at that time was undersecretary of state at the same
department, confirms this testimony. When describing his collaboration with the
Legionary priests and theologians (Father Palaghiță, Father Imbrescu, Father Stan,
and lay theologian Gheorghe Racoveanu), Dumitrescu remembered them as people

81Fleșeriu, Amintiri, 97.
82ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 114.
83ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 115. According to another archival source, these

items were moved only in the late 1960s. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 185032, vol. 1, p. 287.
84A. Simion, Regimul politic din Romania în perioada sept. 1940–ian. 1941 (Cluj-Napoca: Dacia, 1976),

272. See Armin Heinen, Legiunea “Arhanghelului Mihail”: Mişcare socială şi organizaţie politică; O
contribuţie la problema fascismului international (Bucharest: Humanitas, 1999), 420–424; and Denis
Deletant, Hitler’s Forgotten Ally: Ion Antonescu and his Regime, Romania 1940–1944 (Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2006), 52–69.

85Fr. Spiridon Cândea was the first member of Sibiu’s Theological Academy to rejoin hands with the
Legionary leadership led by Horia Sima and Nicolae Petrașcu in late August 1940. See Nicolae Petrașcu,
Din viața legionară, 3rd ed. (Bucharest: Majadahonda, 1995), 168.

86According to Nicolae Petrașcu, he ordered Stan to accept the nomination as director in the ministry.
See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 14; ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2,
p. 116; and Protosynghellos Vasile Vasilache, “Noi demnitari la Ministerul Educațiunii Naționale,
Cultelor și Artelor,” Biserica Ortodoxă Română 58, no. 11–12 (November/December 1940): 852.

87ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 87; and Lidia Stăniloae, “Lumina faptei în lumina
cuvântului”: Împreună cu tatăl meu, Dumitru Stăniloae (Bucharest: Humanitas, 2000), 95.
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“eager to do whatever they wanted, without any control” from the state
administration.88

In his new appointment, Father Stan committed himself to the consolidation of the
Orthodox bishopric of Banat with its seat in Timișoara, as well as the preservation of the
traditional autonomy of the Transylvanian Orthodox Church.89 But the most challeng-
ing initiative of the Legionary clergy at the Department of Religious Denominations was
related to a new law regulating the status of the Orthodox Church in the National
Legionary State. Through the Patriarch Nicodim Munteanu (1864–1948), the
Orthodox bishops had already initiated a discussion with General Antonescu about a
future reorganization of the Romanian Orthodox Church in the newly emerging legis-
lative framework of the military dictatorship. In official correspondence between the
general and the patriarch, the collaboration with and the unchanged status of the
Romanian Orthodox Church was secured.90 Encouraged by his fruitful exchange with
the patriarch, General Antonescu made a public appeal to the Romanian clergy asking
them to refrain from any involvement in politics and to focus only on their pastoral
duties.91

Nevertheless, in autumn 1940, the Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church
assembled a committee of theologians, monks, and bishops to come before the Holy
Synod and the state authorities to propose a new law intended to reshape the institution
of the Orthodox Church according to authoritarian, Fascist principles.92 By making use
of different Legionary projects regarding the reformation of the Orthodox Church, these
clergymen came up with a detailed piece of legislation that subordinated the church to
the state, reformed monasticism, and drastically reduced the powers of the bishops.93

In late November 1940, this group of clergymen presented Father Stan with the final
draft of the proposal for him to revise and correct and then send to the Holy Synod for
sanctioning and comments.94 Revising the draft, Stan outlined a thirty-point document

88Vladimir Dumitrescu, Mărturisirile unui “criminal politic” (Bucharest: Babel, 2013), 180; ACNSAS,
Fond Informativ, file 207204, vol. 1, p. 74. According to an archival source, Fr. Stan and Vladimir
Dumitrescu enjoyed good relations. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 2, p. 116.

89Liviu Stan, Episcopia Timișorii. Precizări (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei Arhidiecezane, 1940); Liviu Stan,
I.P.S. Mitropolit Nicolae al Ardealului și principiul autonomiei bisericești (Sibiu: Tiparul Tipografiei
Arhidiecezane, 1940); and Lucian Mic, “Canonistul Liviu Stan și problema înființării Episcopiei
Timișoarei,” in Dobrei, Dreptul canonic în viața Bisericii, 29–41.

90“Răspunsul Dl: General Antonescu la scrisoarea I.S.S. Patriarch Nicodim,” Telegraful român, 6 October
1940; “Biserica Ortodoxă în noul regim,” Telegraful român, 6 October 1940; and Grigore T. Marcu,
“Biserica şi preoţimea ortodoxă în statul român legionar,” Revista Teologică 20, no. 11–12 (November/
December 1940): 590–594.

91“Apelul Generalului Antonescu către toţi slujitorii altarelor româneşti,” Telegraful român, 13 October
1940.

92ACNSAS, Fond Rețea, file 319280, p. 39.
93For prior projects of reforming the Orthodox Church, see Nicolae Popovici, Opinii asupra proiectului

de modificare a Legii și a Statutului pentru Organizarea Bisericii Ortodoxe Române (Sibiu: Tipografia
Arhidiecezană, 1936); Antim Nica, Monahismul în Basarabia (Bălți: Tipografia Eparhială, 1940). The
Communist decree no. 410/November 1959 (which closed down small monasteries, raised the admission
age for nuns and monks, and transformed Orthodox monastic communities into lucrative cooperatives
of production) but also Patriarch Iustinian Marina’s sermons during that time took inspiration from
this book. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 000701, vol. 1, p. 16; and ANR, Fond Visarion Puiu, file
10, pp. 64–68. For the conclusions of the Holy Synod’s committee, see Ghiuș, Nica, Babacă, and Ioniță,
Înoește-te noule Ierusalime.

94ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 122.
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that encapsulated all the suggestions from the lower clergy, the monks, and the
Legionary Movement.95 A Canon Law expert, Stan translated Codreanu’s precepts of
national renewal through the lens of Orthodox canon law and, enjoying the upper
hand, duly accommodated the ecclesiological views of the Legionary Movement with
the latest legal decisions of the state.

Furthermore, through the voices of its intellectuals, theologians, and clergymen, the
Iron Guard launched a press campaign and used all of its institutional leverage in the
National Legionary State to put pressure on, and to set the agenda of, the deliberating
bishops.96 A series of articles signed mainly by Gheorghe Racoveanu suggested that the
Holy Synod should adopt the proposal for the new law designed by the Legionary
clergy.97

Father Stan also contributed to this debate with articles in the most prestigious
Legionary newspapers, targeting the intellectual members of the Legion. By praising
the personality of Hieromonk Chesarie Păunescu (1888–1970), the former abbot of
Cernica Monastery and the director of its monastic seminary, Stan excoriated the mem-
bers of the Holy Synod as “young, elegant monks, exhibiting the manners of bachelors,
always advertising themselves for higher office.”98 Stan literally claimed that the most
worthy and intellectually capable of the Orthodox monks were denied promotion to
the position of bishop due to corruption in the church and the political intrusion of
different political parties in the election process of bishops.

In the ordinary sessions of the Holy Synod, on December 3 and 4, 1940, in the con-
text of a deterioration of the relations between the Iron Guard and General Antonescu,
the proposal for the new religious legislation was presented to the Holy Synod for its
attention and approval.99 Among other things, the proposal stated that there was a
need for educated clergymen (point six), the reform of the monasteries (point ten), a
unitary view of church and state regarding the renumeration of priests (point fifteen),
the termination by the Orthodox Church of any rental contracts with Jews (point
twenty-eight), and the church to refrain from any involvement in politics (point
twenty-six).100 It was a sign of the discontent that had long been present among
Orthodox clergy, coming from theologians and priests associated with the Iron
Guard, who, at one time or another, had had their own specific problems with the
Orthodox hierarchy.101

95“Sfântul Sinod: Sesiunea Ordinară din anul 1940; Ședința din 2 Decembrie 1940;” Biserica Ortodoxă
Română 59, no. 1–2 (January–February 1941): 34.

96ANR, Ministerul de Interne, Fond Diverse, file 45/1940, p. 43.
97Ilie I. Imbrescu, “Biserică și stat,” Cuvântul, 23 October 1940; Ion Georgescu, “La reorganizarea

Bisericii,” Cuvântul, 1 November 1940; Gheorghe Racoveanu, “Sfântul Sinod la lucru,” Cuvântul, 6
December 1940; and Gheorghe Racoveanu, “Pentru o reorganizare bisericească,” Cuvântul, 12 December
1940.

98Liviu Stan, “Chesarie Păunescu,” Cuvântul, 29 November 1940. See Dumitru Valenciuc, Arhiereul
Eugen Laiu Suceveanul (1894–1967) (Suceava: Editura Cygnus, 2014), 73.

99“Sfântul Sinod: Sesiunea Ordinară din anul 1940; Ședința a II-a din 3 Decembrie 1940,” Biserica
Ortodoxă Română 59, no. 1–2 (January–February 1941): 47, 48. For a brief contextualization of these
debates in the Holy Synod, see Costel Coajă, Relația stat-biserică în perioada 1938–1948: Cazul Bisericii
Ortodoxe Române (Iași: Princeps Edit, 2008), 26–27.

100“Sfântul Sinod: Sesiunea Ordinară din anul 1940; Ședința a I-a din 4 Decembrie 1940,” Biserica
Ortodoxă Română 59, no. 1–2 (January–February 1941): 49–50, 51, 52; “Metropolitan Visarion Puiu to
the Minister of Religious Denominations (20th of April 1939),” ANR, Fond Visarion Puiu, file 10, p. 64;
and Ghiuș, Nica, Babacă, and Ioniță, Înoește-te noule Ierusalime, 5–12.

101Mirel Bănică, Biserica Ortodoxă, stat și societate în anii ’30 (Iași: Polirom, 2007), 236–237.
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After the proposal was discussed in the Holy Synod and reports were drawn up by
various hierarchs in order to present the risks of adopting such a law unfavorable to the
future of Romanian Orthodoxy, the final vote was held. Metropolitans Nicoale Bălan of
Transylvania and Tit Simedrea of Bucovina vetoed the proposal’s last point, which
wished to reorganize the Orthodox Church by changing its internal statutes and requir-
ing a much closer relationship of obedience to the state, causing the Holy Synod to
unanimously reject the proposal for the new law in favor of the old one.102 Father
Stan’s reaction to the decision of the Holy Synod was to side with the bishops, against
his fellow Legionary priests, and to express his support for the relationship of mutual
appreciation between the Orthodox clergymen and the Iron Guard.103

IV. The Racist Years (1940–1941)
During the National Legionary State (September 14, 1940 to January 21–23, 1941),
under the influence of the Nazi racial ideas that were streaming through the Iron
Guard’s intellectual milieu, Father Liviu Stan displayed an increasing propensity for rac-
ism in his writing for the Legionary press. He followed the path initiated by Constantin
Papanace on the pages of the Legionary newspaper Cuvântul and at the School of
Eugenics in Cluj—which moved to Sibiu in 1940 and was led by Iordache Făcăoaru,
Gheorghe Făcăoaru (1881–1975), and Sabin Manuilă (1894–1964). Papanance, under
the influence of the “racist scholarship” of the Nazis, had pointed out the existence
of a “Gypsy problem” in Romania.104 Stan constructed his own racial mindset, which
excluded the Roma community from the Legionary nation.105 He also claimed the
necessity of

racist policies against the Gypsies. For all these reasons, racial policies should apply
more to Gypsies than to Yids. It is enough to say that in comparison to Jewish

102“Sfântul Sinod: Sesiunea Ordinară din anul 1940; Ședința a II-a din 4 Decembrie 1940,” Biserica
Ortodoxă Română 59, no. 1–2 (January–February 1941): 53–54; “Importante hotărâri luate ieri în
şedinţa Sf. Sinod,” Cuvântul, 6 December 1940; and “Comunicatul Sfântului Sinod,” Telegraful român, 8
December 1940.

103Liviu Stan, “Biserica în statul legionar,” Însemnări sociologice 4, no. 8 (15 December 1940): 9.
104I. Făcăoaru, “Normele eugenice în organizațiile legionare,” Cuvântul, 21 December 1940; Constantin

Papanace, “Desjudaizare, Defanariotizare, Dețiganizare,” Cuvântul, 30 December 1940; Alexandru Randa,
Rasism românesc (Bucharest: Bucovina I. E. Toruțiu, 1941); and Sabin Manuilă, Studiu Etnografic asupra
Populației României (Bucharest: Editura Institutului Național de Statistică, 1940), 19–21. The Roma minor-
ity fails to appear in the state’s statistics. Viorel Achim, The Roma in Romanian History (Budapest: Central
European University Press, 2004), 167; Maria Bucur, Eugenics and Modernization in Interwar Romania
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2002), 36–41; Holly Case, Between States: The Transylvanian
Question and the European Idea during World War Two (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2009),
67–68; Marius Turda, “Controlling the National Body: Ideas of Racial Purification in Romania, 1918–
1944,” in Health, Hygiene and Eugenics in Southeastern Europe to 1945, ed. Christian Promitzer, Sevasti
Trubeta, and Marius Turda (Budapest: Central European University Press, 2011), 338–339; and Marius
Turda, “The Nation as Object: Race, Blood, and Biopolitics in interwar Romania,” Slavic Review 66, no.
3 (Fall 2007), 421–424.

105Aristotle Kallis, Genocide and Fascism: The Eliminationist Drive in Fascist Europe (London: Routledge,
2008), 74–75; Vladimir Solonari, Purifying the Nation: Population Exchange and Ethnic Cleansing in
Nazi-Allied Romania (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2010), 62–80; and Vladimir Solonari,
“Ethnic Cleansing or ‘Crime Prevention’? Deportation of Romanian Roma,” in The Nazi Genocide of the
Roma: Reassessment and Commemoration, ed. Anton Weiss-Wendt (New York: Berghahn, 2015), 100–101.
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blood, Gypsy blood is more present in Romanian blood. . . . Biologically speaking,
Gypsies altered the national being more than the Jews. Bearing in mind that the
purity of blood determines the purity of our spiritual being, the Gypsies caused
more spiritual and moral damage to our spiritual and racial being than the
Jews. Moreover, the Gypsies created the biological and spiritual context favorable
to the Judaization of our nation. If they, together with the Fanariot rulers, had not
sapped the foundations of the healthy, fiery, noble, and self-conscious being of our
nation, the Judaic chain would have never been put on us.106

The only solution that Father Stan saw for this imaginary alteration of the Romanian
soul was the complete exclusion of the Gypsy minority from all the branches of the
state, and ultimately, their isolation into a “Gypsy ghetto.”107

According to Stan, the “Philistines” from the universities and political life were the
fellow travelers of the Jewish spirit, incapable, however, to oppose the Legionary
revolution.108 Because of his rabid antisemitic and racist ideas, but also because of his
strong belief in the Legionary revolution, the leadership put Stan’s name on a list of
Legionary intellectuals and leaders meant to deliver speeches on Sunday, January 19,
1941 in major cities all across Romania.109 However, archival finds offer contradictory
accounts about Stan’s part in the Legionary rebellion of late January 1941, which ended
with the public ban of the Iron Guard and the imprisonment of some of its top leaders.110

The official state records keep a respectable silence regarding the implication of Stan
in the Legionary revolt that was meant to overthrow their ally, General Antonescu.111

Father Stan was brought for official interrogation in front of a military prosecutor,
who afterward released him when Stan reminded him of his visit, in October 1940,
to Nicolae Iorga and their anti-Fascist correspondence.112 Nevertheless, according to
the recollections of Nistor Chioreanu, Stan refused to sign a public statement disowning
Horia Sima as the leader of the Legionary Movement.113 Because of his unwillingness to
publically condemn the Legionary leadership and his constant strife with the newly
appointed bureaucrats in the ministry, on February 15, 1941, he submitted his resigna-
tion and returned to Sibiu.114 The fact that Stan lost only his position in the government
and escaped imprisonment after the Legionary rebellion was largely due to
Metropolitan Nicolae Bălan, who threatened General Antonescu that he would expose
how the state harassed the Legionary Orthodox priests from his diocese in a sermon.115

106Liviu Stan, “Rasism față de țigani,” Cuvântul 18, no. 92 (18 January 1941): 2.
107Stan, “Rasism față de țigani,” 2.
108Liviu Stan, “Filistenii,” Glasul strămoșesc, 19 January 1941.
109“Lista fruntașilor legionari cari vor vorbi la marile adunări de Duminică,” Înălțarea, 19 January 1941.
110Pe marginea prăpastiei: 21–23 Ianuarie 1941, vol. 2, Pregătirea rebeliunii: Rebeliunea, 2nd ed.

(Bucharest: Scripta, 1992), 200.
111Pe marginea prăpastiei, 2:56–58, 76 give the reader a sense of the implication of the Orthodox clergy

in the Legionary rebellion. See also Fleșeriu, Amintiri, 125–128. According to an archival source, during the
legionary rebellion, Fr. Stan ran from Bucharest hidden in the car belonging to the army’s Bishop Partenie
Ciopron. See ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 185032, vol. 3, p. 64.

112ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 122.
113Nistor Chioreanu, Morminte vii (Iași: Institutul European, 1992), 113.
114ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 122. According to Paul Mihail, in late 1943, Fr. Stan

still worked in the Department for Religious Denominations. See Paul Mihail, Reconstituiri: Jurnal;
Corespondență (Chișinău: Știința, 2018), 54.

115Chioreanu, Morminte vii, 115.
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Following his departure from the central state administration, Father Stan continued
to teach and write extensively in Sibiu, focusing on his theological interests and abstain-
ing from any political opinion or involvement.116 Because of his former position in the
Legionary government, Metropolitan Bălan—careful not to raise the suspicions of the
state, which was still hunting for Legionaries—prohibited Father Stan from serving as
a priest in the Orthodox Cathedral in Sibiu.117

After the start of World War II, the antisemitic speech of the Orthodox Church
changed dramatically in intensity and tone. Reputed theologians and bishops, such
as the Patriarch Nicodim Munteanu (1864–1948) and the metropolitan of Moldavia,
Irineu Mihălcescu (1874–1848), claimed that the Romanian army fought a “holy war
against the Bolshevik hydra,” its sole purpose being the complete cleansing of the
“Judaic Freemasonry.”118 The recuperation of the provinces of Bessarabia and northern
Bukovina, which had been lost to the Soviets in 1940, and the entrance of Romanian
troops into Soviet territory coincided with the deportation of Jews and Roma from
Romanian territories to the controlled territories in the east.119

The antisemitic turn of the Antonescu Regime, especially after the beginning of
World War II, was met by Orthodox theologians with a sharp, almost instant radical-
ization of their own racial theology. The Departments of Theology in Bucharest and
Sibiu produced highly nationalistic and rabidly antisemitic theological idioms in their
scientific pursuit of a racial theology. With authors such as Nichifor Crainic (1889–
1972), popular among students and clergymen alike, the radicalization of the
Academy of Orthodox Theology in Sibiu took nobody by surprise.120

Following in the footsteps of the ASTRA School of Eugenics and debating the newest
racial anthropological trends presented in Buletin Eugenic și Biopolitic, in 1942 Father
Stan published one of the most racist books produced by a representative of the
Orthodox clergy during World War II.121 Entitled Race and Religion (Rasă și religiune),

116Liviu Stan, “Teologia practică,” Revista Teologică 32, no. 7–8 (July/August 1942): 316–330. Liviu Stan,
“Ontologia iuris,” Anuarul Academiei Teologice Andreiene 19 (1943): 407–611; and Liviu Stan, Dreptul în
gândirea românească (Brașov: Tipografia Astra, 1943).

117ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 122.
118Irineu Mihălcescu, Preoțimea și războiul sfânt contra hidrei bolșevice (Iași: Tipografia A. Țerek, 1941),
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the book laid the basis for a new approach to the racist undertakings of the Romanian
intellectual milieu.122 By critically assessing German as well as local theories of race,
Stan reacted to the exclusion of Orthodox Fascist clergymen from the pages of
Transilvania, the official journal of ASTRA, as well as to the preference of the ethno-
biology experts based in Sibiu for Nazi racial theories, especially after the fall of the
National Legionary State.123

I fully agree with Vladimir Solonari that Romanian racists were faced with a basic yet
impossible challenge: namely, claiming the purity of the Romanian race.124 According
to historical tradition, which held that it was the mixing of Dacians and Romans that
birthed the Romanian nation, racist thinkers in Cluj could not uphold the racial purity
of Romanians.125 Nevertheless, contrary to Solonari, who considers Liviu Stan’s racist
views as a mere imitation of the discourse of the Cluj School of Eugenics and
Anthropology, I argue that Stan’s thought constitutes a contradiction with the afore-
mentioned racist school, in an attempt to outline a theological response to scientific rac-
ism.126 As Iuliu Moldovan has argued: “When others talk of race, we speak of neam or,
more precisely, of ethnobiological substance. Because all manifestations of life, including
spiritual ones, are biological.”127

Father Stan argued that although human blood was the carrier of the biological fea-
tures of a race, and despite the fact that there existed a symbiotic relationship between
the biological and the spiritual traits of a race, only the human soul—as inscribed in
spiritual, racial features—had a primacy over the biological body, imagined as the sus-
tainer of the human being.128 In other terms, Stan warned his colleagues from Sibiu that
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their German counterparts worshipped the myth of Aryan racial superiority as the cor-
nerstone of their anti-Christian religion.

By emphasizing the religious, spiritual features of the human race and strongly lam-
basting the German “myth” of racial superiority associated with the Germanic religion
of the Nazis, Stan followed in the footsteps of Nichifor Crainic’s early criticisms of the
Nazis’s racial exaggerations directed against the Christian churches.129 He also reacted
to the secularist approach of the Cluj and Sibiu schools of anthropology, which wanted
to integrate the social work performed by the Orthodox Church and oversee it through
a superseding institution, the Cultural Hearth (Căminul cultural).130 I hypothesize that,
in his book, Father Stan was reacting to the racial radicalization occurring in the eccle-
siastical environments of the Saxons in southern Transylvania, as well as the implemen-
tation, from the German Reich, of the anti-Christian, racist teachings of the Deutsche
Christen among Transylvanian Saxons.131

In order to ground his claims about the universal nature of the Christian religion,
Father Stan—just as Nazi theologians did before him—ranted against the Jews as a
decayed, corrupted, and degenerated race, with the sole purpose of defending the uni-
versality of Christianity at the expense of Jewish religion. Not just the Jewish race and
religion but also the Nazi myth propagated by Rosenberg and the Deutsche Christen
were heavily criticized and surpassed by Stan’s racist interpretation of Genesis.132

By claiming that from the creation of man onward the human race has been able to
trace itself back to God, and that this pristine racial purity was preserved in the
Romanian peasant, Stan went even further than Crainic. He claimed that the racial mix-
ing between Romans and Dacians in the ethnogenesis of Romanians had been alleviated
by the embrace of Christianity.133

Therefore, Father Stan advocated for the religious necessity of a racist outlook in
accordance with the divine plan initiated by God’s creation of man. He sought to per-
suade his readers that racism was a divine commandment assigned to every Romanian
in order to safeguard the order of the nations and races in the world as assigned by God:
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The racist truth with all its consequences and addenda will impose on the lives of
western Christians revisions and reforms that for Eastern Orthodox Christians are
unproblematic, for both racism and nationalism as different forms of racism with
their value systems can be found in the doctrine and life of the Orthodox Church.
They are realities that Orthodoxy considers both in the form of doctrine and in its
practice, with its organization into national churches, honoring them as creations
by the hands of God. Thus, if you are a racist, you are and will be Romanian, and
when you are no longer a racist, you begin to vanish as a Romanian, as a nation, to
melt, to dissolve into a stronger racist solution, a more concentrated one that will
last and survive your temporal, natural role and your eternal, divine role.134

According to Father Stan, religious racism was closely related to the integral, reli-
gious nationalism voiced by Nichifor Crainic and Nae Ionescu, who considered all
Romanians to be Orthodox, and vice versa. The Orthodox racism of the Fascist theo-
logians from the Theological Academy in Sibiu targeted the Jewish minority at the
same time as they hoped to provide a theological refutation of Nazi racism on the
basis of its assumed anti-Christian character, rather than its genocidal, antisemitic
nature. By denying the Semitic origins of Christianity, Father Stan fell in line with
the latest developments in German Protestant theology, professing an “Aryan”
Christology and draining Jesus’s humanity of any hint of Jewish blood. According to
one informer to the Securitate, Stan drafted a report to the Department of Religious
Denominations suggesting the complete removal of the Old Testament from the
Orthodox Church for being merely “Jewish annals” deprived of any hint of divine
revelation.135

V. Conclusions

Father Stan’s ability to survive the Communist purges of Fascist clergymen ended in the
mid-1960s when his leverage with the Securitate and the Communist Party’s central
administration faded away. Nevertheless, his professional career, spanning three
decades, proves that in Communist Romania, his life stands out as an illustrative exam-
ple of the collective biography of a generation of Orthodox Fascist clergymen. Whether
they were blackmailed, threatened with details about their past, or confronted with their
failing morality in order to be brought in line and used by the state to subdue various
elements of the church, the destinies of these theologians prove that—although the pol-
icy of Communist cadres was selective and merciless—it could be overcome by those
people eager to make themselves available to the state. The double allegiance displayed
by Transylvanian clergymen such as Liviu Stan was a form of loyalty first and foremost
to themselves, and it was one of the reasons they were eager to collaborate with any
political regime in the hope of pursuing their own agendas.

As fellow travelers of the successive political regimes, the continuing presence of
bureaucrats such as Liviu Stan in the state administration raises the issue of
Communist Orthodoxy in post-1948 Romania. Skillfully playing the church against
the state and the state against the church, these clergymen, who acted in their own
defense, bounced back every time their credibility or the sincerity of their commitment

134Stan, Rasă și religiune, 122.
135ACNSAS, Fond Informativ, file 211444, vol. 1, p. 88. He again walks in the footstepts of Nichifor

Crainic.
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to the Communist Party or the church was in question. Nevertheless, in the cases of
Fathers Liviu Stan and Spiridon Cândea, their ability to maintain a double allegiance
backfired, and both men spent their final years living in disgrace, shunned by the state’s
authorities.

In the context of church history and the process of whitewashing the controversial
biographies of Orthodox clergymen in post-Communist Romania, church historians
have received an unexpected helping hand from the former Communist authorities.
Preoccupied with having a monopoly on the controversial past of various individuals
as an instrument of coercion, party cadres and Securitate officers dealing with these
clergymen imposed a conspiracy of silence on the Fascist history of the Orthodox
Church. By omitting contentious events from its recent past—its participation in the
Holocaust, the Fascist allegiances of some of its clergymen, its collaboration with
Communist authorities, and so on—historians of the Orthodox Church have molded
a canonical version of its history according to the Communist ideal of national history.
Accordingly, in post-Communist Romania, this survival of an unexamined historical
narrative ensured the unblemished perpetuation disseminated by church historians
among students and clergymen, of the myth of the legendary generation of Sibiu
interwar theologians.
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