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ABSTRACT 
 
Solomon Știrbu was an interesting figure of the Romanian proletarian historiography, being at 

the same time a useful companion of the communists as a member of the National People’s Party. 
Little known today, he played an important role for several years in the destiny of Romanian 
historiography, being involved in strongly ideologized historiographical areas. One of them was 
related to the organization of the new museum in Oradea in 1947-1948. Thus, Solomon Știrbu 
was actively involved in the organization of the new museum institution in Oradea in the image 
and likeness of the people’s regime in Bucharest. Shortly after his arrival in Oradea, in October 
1947, he hastily organized a temporary exhibition dedicated to “The 30th anniversary of the Great 
Socialist Revolution of October”, thus wishing to demonstrate its ideological effectiveness. The 
following year meant his consecration as a “curator”, being the one under whose auspices the 
“Petőfi-Bălcescu” Regional Museum from Oradea was completed. 

His historiographical valences were best displayed in the context of the dispute over the 
character of the 1821 revolution led by Tudor Vladimirescu, in which he positioned himself, 
of course, in the interpretative style of Mihail Roller. 

This paper captures the main marks of his professional and historiographical destiny, 
implicitly those related to his involvement in the historiographical dispute related to Tudor 
Vladimirescu’s revolution, which took place in the mid-1950s. Solomon Știrbu stood in the 
interpretative group of Mihail Roller, that opposed the one that revolved around the historian 
Andrei Oțetea. 
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In the pleiade of proletarian “curators” a leading place was occupied for a time by the “great 

historian” Solomon Știrbu. His curatorial activity is related to Oradea and to the organization of the 
local profile institution, after its nationalization, in tune with the new ideological commands. In 
fact, like any other member of the interwar communist underground, an important “client of Aunt 
Varvara”1, his real name, a prominent representative of the Roller team, is not really known. In time, 
he signed under different names. In one of his first published works, he signed as S. Știrbu2. In 

 
∗ University of Oradea / Țării Crișurilor Museum Oradea – Museum Complex; e-mail: gabimoisa@hotmail.com. 
1 Stelian Tănase, Clienţii lu’ tanti Varvara. Istorii clandestine [Aunt Varvara’s clients. Clandestine histories], Humanitas 
Publishing House, Bucharest, 2005, passim. 
2 S. Ştirbu, Despre muzeul istoric Petöfi-Bălcescu din Oradea [About the Petöfi-Bălcescu history museum of Oradea], 
in the Collection of documents of the Ţării Crişurilor Museum, Oradea, inv. no. 8630. 
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others we can find him as Solomon Știrbu, after which, in 1978, we discover that, in fact, his name 
is S. Știrban3. Finally, in the documents left by him when passing through Oradea, he also signed 
under the name of Știrbu Solo. 

Solomon Știrbu arrived in Oradea to complete the museum work in the city on the banks 
of the Crișul Repede River since the end of 1947. In fact, he is also considered the first director 
of the museum from Oradea, in its new formula, after the Second World War4. At the meeting of 
the Archeology and History Association from Oradea on October 8, 1947, Solomon Știrbu 
“accepted” the position of director of the institution at the insistence of those present. The new 
director assumed that the members of the National People’s Party from Oradea, a faithful 
“journey companion” of local and national communists5, a party whose member claimed to be 
Solomon Știrbu, will ensure the smooth running of the museum until the organization of its 
activity on a solid basis6. 

Solomon Știrbu was actively involved in designing and organizing the basic exhibition of 
the new museum. Shortly after his arrival in Oradea, in October 1947, he hastily organized a 
temporary exhibition dedicated to “The 30th anniversary of the Great Socialist Revolution of 
October”7, wishing to prove its effectiveness. 

According to the new director of the Oradea Museum, an institution that received a 
suggestive name, in tune with the proletarian internationalism of the time: Petőfi-Bălcescu (but 
why not Bălcescu-Petőfi?), the new place of culture should no longer be the promoter of “clerical 
obscurantism” as it had been, they say, in the previous decades, but, using the experience of Soviet 
museology, to become “useful in the political enlightenment of school youth and the broad 
masses of the people, who visit the museum in increasing numbers. In less than a year, the 
number of visitors was higher than in the decades before”8. Nor was it difficult to reach such an 
assertion since after the opening of the new exhibition “groups of students and comrades” were 
brought, in an organized manner, to the museum to see the new exhibition and its exhibits 
distributed according to the dialectical and historical materialism”. During his stay in Oradea, 
this was his only “scientific” contribution. In fact, this was the purpose for which he was sent in 
the city on the Crișul Repede River. 

Solomon Știrbu remained in Oradea, as director of the Petőfi-Bălcescu Museum for only a 
few months, until April 1948. In May 1948, Vlad Spoială was already director9. Basically, Solomon 
Știrbu was sent director precisely to supervise the organization and launching of the new museum 
in Oradea, according to the new ideological canons. The festivities related to the official opening 
of the museum in Oradea took place only in October 1948, with the full endorsement of the 
Museum of History of the Romanian Communist Party. 

After this date he was recovered by Mihail Roller and taken to Bucharest to the “Andrei Al. 
Jdanov” Higher School of Social Sciences, that functioned under the Central Committee of the 

 
3 Enciclopedia istoriografiei româneşti [The encyclopedia of Romanian historiography], Bucharest, 1978, p. 387. 
4 Ibidem. 
5 Democraţie occidental şi democraţie populară: evoluţia spectrului politic în nord-vestul României: (1944-1950) 
[Western democracy and people’s democracy: the evolution of the political spectrum in North-Western Romania 
(1944-1950)], University of Oradea Publishing House, Oradea, 2005, p. 165-168 (coord. Ion Zainea). 
6 The Collection of ducuments of the Ţării Crişurilor Museum, Oradea, inv. no. 7887. 
7 S. Știrbu, op. cit., p. 115. 
8 Ibidem. 
9 The Collection of documents of the Ţării Crişurilor Museum, Oradea, inv. no. 7887. 
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Romanian Worker Party, which trained party activists on their theoretical knowledge, being 
appointed head of the Department of History of this institution, becoming an activist of complete 
ignorance, in the opinion of Paul Cernovodeanu, one of the historians who knew him personally10. 
During the glory period of his protector, Mihail Roller, Solomon Știrbu benefited from an important 
position in the Romanian cultural hierarchy. He was even included in the so-called Direction 
Committee of the Institute of History and Philosophy of the Academy of the People’s Republic of 
Romania. The direction to follow for the Romanian historians was increasingly obvious to everyone. 
As this was the only specialized institute of Romania at the time, it was easy to understand that this 
Direction Committee actually set the tone and directions for the research of history in Romania. 
Solomon Știrbu had therefore reached an important position in the historiographical hierarchy of 
Romania at that time. Moreover, since 1952 we find him in the editorial staff of the institute’s 
magazine, Studii. Revista de istorie si filozofie (Studies. Journal of history and philosophy). 

After leaving Oradea, Solomon Știrbu focused his attention, from a scientific point of view, on 
the 19th century, becoming a “specialist” mainly on Tudor Vladimirescu’s movement. However, in the 
early years he still fumbled for the topic he would research. Anyway, it had to be one that could fit in 
with the new historiographical commands. And he found it, it was about the agrarian reforms of 1864 
and 1921-1923. In this context, in 1950, he published a comparative study on the application of the 
agrarian reform promoted by Cuza and the interwar one on the Bibescu estate in Comarnic – 
Prahova. There are a few questions remaining on the fragments of the article written by him because 
it was signed by S. Știrbu and collaborators11. It was a study of local history started, according to the 
authors, from an impulse of “comrade Iațunschi”, a Soviet historian, who demonstrated the usefulness 
of the studies of local history after the “Great War of Defense of the Fatherland”. 

It was only a short wandering of the “historian” Solomon Știrbu because very soon he will 
find his historiographical purpose, coming to explore, as far as possible, of course, the movement 
of Tudor Vladimirescu. And, as befits a historian of the Roller Age, he began with an article about 
the influence of the Russian December revolutionaries on the events of 1821 in Wallachia12. The 
conclusion drawn by the author of the article was clear: there was a “deep influence of the 
Decembrist ideological principles on the 1821 uprising, an influence that can be easily proved”13. 

Of course, the “baneful” role played by English imperialism in eliminating Tudor from the 
political scene of Wallachia could not remain unaddressed by Solomon Știrbu. In an article 
published in 1952 in the Studii. Revistă de istorie și filozofie journal, where he was already a 
member of the editorial board, entitled The Conspiracies of the Agents of the English Bourgeoisie 
Against the Uprising led by Tudor Vladimirescu14, he largely develops the theme of London’s 

 
10 Paul Cernovodeanu, Activitatea Institutului de Istorie „N. Iorga” în perioada 1948-1952 [The activity of the “Nicolae 
Iorga” History Institute in the period 1948-1952], in Revista istorică [The historical magazine], no. 5-6, 1998, p. 263. 
11 S. Ştirbu and collaborators, Aplicarea reformei agrare din 1864 şi din 1921-23 pe moşia Bibescu din Comarnic-Prahova 
[The application of the agrarian reform of 1864 and 1921-23 on the Bibescu estate in Comarnic-Prahova], in Studii. 
Revistă de istorie şi filozofie [Studies. Journal of history and philosophy], no. 3, year III, 1959, p. 96-133. 
12 Idem, Cu privire la influenţa mişcării revoluţionare a decembriştilor asupra evenimentelor revoluţionare din 1821, în 
ţara noastră [About the influence of the revolutionary movement of the Decemberists on the revolutionary events of 
1821, in our country], in Studii. Revistră de istorie şi filozofie [Studies. Journal of history and philosophy], no. 1, year 
IV, 1951, p. 52-68. 
13 Ibidem, p. 53. 
14 Idem, Uneltirile agenţilor burgheziei engleze împotriva răscoalei conduse de Tudor Vladimirescu [The conspiracy of 
the English bourgeoisie against the uprising lead by Tudor Vladimirescu], in Studii. Revistă de istorie şi filozofie 
[Studies. Journal of history and philosophy], no. I, year V, 1952, p. 30-60. 
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involvement in the events. Following a complicated digression into the issue of Tudor’s 
assassination, Solomon Știrbu came to the irrevocable conclusion that the Romanian leader had 
been assassinated at the behest of British agents coordinated by the British ambassador in 
Vienna15. Alexandru Ipsilanti is declared innocent, although he admits that without his consent 
Tudor could not have been assassinated, claiming that he was double-crossed by British agents16. 
Solomon Știrbu thus moved the conflict to his present days by “unmasking” the same practices 
professed by the American-British imperialists even after the Second World War. But, says the 
author of the article, “the people’s revolutionary vigilance will baffle Truman’s $ 1 million plan for 
espionage and acts of diversion in the Socialist bloc. Also to the people’s fight depends that Wall 
Street’s atomic diplomacy should not be able to plot once again such a villainous maneuver 
against our people as during the uprising of 1821”17. The one hundred million dollars, which 
Solomon Știrbu was talking about, were in fact the sums allocated by the American government 
within the Marschall Plan, a project offered to all European states but rejected by the communist 
countries being under the influence of Moscow. 

The sum of Solomon Știrbu’s preoccupations related to Tudor’s movement was intended to 
be embodied by the publication in 1956 of the book Răscoala din 1821 și legăturile ei cu 
evenimentele internaționale [The uprising of 1821 and its relationship with international events]. 
We will not discuss here the contents of the book, obviously written with the same connotation 
as the articles mentioned above, but we will mention that it was harshly reviewed (criticized) by 
a true authority on the subject – Andrei Oțetea, who in a review entitled A new history of the 
movement from 1821, published in the Studii magazine no. 2, 1957, abolishes Solomon Știrbu’s 
book. In the stuttering answer given by the author in the next issue of the magazine18, he tries to 
face the criticisms brought by Andrei Oțetea, bringing in his support the opinions of the Soviet 
historian S.I. Samoilov, “a specialist in the history of Romania” in his opinion, who in a study 
published in the Soviet Union did not agree with Oțetea’s unfair views on the Tudor moment19. 
In fact, in 1953-1956, between the two, A. Oțetea and S. Știrbu, a war of reviews broke out, Andrei 
Oțetea being a recognized specialist of Tudor’s revolution. Behind Solomon Știrbu was actually 
Mihail Roller, who, since 1949, had some misunderstandings with Oțetea, whom he attacked 
whenever he had the opportunity. Of course, the one who lost was Solomon Știrbu. It was a 
political controversy, one of many in which discrediting a professional was the key target. It was, 
in fact, a controversy between true historians and the “makers” of history20. 

After 1957-1958, with the fall of his protector Mihail Roller, Solomon Știrbu disappeared 
from the domain. His writings stopped after this date. He had done his duty and he lived his 
historical moment after which he was eliminated. 

The occasion of his elimination was found after a session dedicated to the events of 
December 1918, in Alba Iulia. There, Solomon Știrbu, then employed at the Institute for the 
Party’s History, presented a paper in which, like another participant, Lajos Jordáky (a supporter 

 
15 Ibidem, p. 57. 
16 Ibidem. 
17 Ibidem, p. 59. 
18 S. Ştirbu, Recenzia unei pretinse recenzii (Răspuns lui Andrei Oţetea) [Review of an alleged review (Answer to Andrei 
Oțetea)], in Studii. Revistă de istorie [Studies. Journal of history and philosophy], no. 3, year X, 1957, p. 213-236. 
19 Ibidem, p. 214. 
20 Paul Ţugui, Istoria şi limba română în vremea lui Gheorghiu-Dej [History and Romanian language during 
Gheorghiu-Dej], Ion Cristoiu Publishing House, Bucharest, 1999, p. 67. 
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of the federalist idea, former professor at the “Bolyai” University and a harsh contester of the 
unification with the “Babeș” University) supported the idea of the federalist principle of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire, praising the policy of the Austro-Hungarian Social Democrats and of 
the Hungarian Communists who at the end of the First World War had supported the 
establishment of a federation of nations in Hungary and Transylvania. It was, in fact, reiteration 
of the Cominternist theses and of the third and fourth Congresses of the Romanian Communist 
Party on the right to self-determination of the peoples of Romania. 

Consequently, the Science and Culture Section of the Central Committee of the Romania 
Worker’s Party, based on a report signed by several historians, related to those supported by 
Solomon Sirbu there, discussed his issue. As a result, Solomon Știrbu was expelled from the 
Institute and sent to pre-university education, as a history teacher at a high school in Bucharest21. 

 
21 Ibidem, p. 154-155. 


