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Introduction
The history of the Legionary Movement is not only one of the most interesting chapters in Romanian history during the twentieth century but also an area of scholarly research that deserves extensive future investigations in libraries and archives. These efforts must take an objective and bold approach to obtain a maximum level of understanding when analyzing the topic and its many layers to correctly integrate it into a broader understanding of twentieth century Romanian and East European history. The impact of the collapse of the Communist regimes all over Europe still must be felt in historiography, as future research needs to discard the clichés that were causally used to describe the Legionary Movement, among the most persistent, those related to Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and his party members being regarded as members of a gang or an organized crime syndicate. In this context, we will observe how strange these accusations were, considering that the Romanian Communist leaders (and not only them) escaped certain charges despite historical facts to the contrary. Objectively, the founders of the Communist Party of Romania and their followers did not appreciate any comparison to the Legionaries when it came to anti-national politics. The role of the Fifth Column was to defend the Kremlin’s interests in Bucharest, and take responsibility for establishing a new political regime that aligned, at least in the first decades, with terror and unjustifiable mutilation of national integrity, sacrificing suzerainty and national independence. Future historical research will better define the role of the Legionary Movement in the country and in Europe that after 1918 was torn apart by conflicts and conflagrations, by economic and social crises, and by the chaos of collectivist thought. Later on, the dispute between the three –isms of the twentieth century, capitalism, fascism, and communism, could no longer be ignored.
We must acknowledge that the current stage of archival documentation and general research gives us every reason to reject the dogmas of Communist propaganda. As an example, we’ll quote from the “renowned” textbook called Istoria Romîniei [The History of Romania], published in multiple editions under the direction of Mihail Roller (a member of the Communist Academy of Sciences), during the period when the foundation of the Communist regime in Bucharest1 was taking place. The passages from this textbook were used to indoctrinate a generation of students and pupils for at least a decade: 
In Romania, fascism was created and developed by the leaders of the monopolistic capitalism and by the most conservative circles of landowners in the first years after the war (after World War I, 1914-1918), in the form of a [student movement] with a nationalist character. Support of this movement by reactionary politicians, on one hand, sought to suppress the students’ struggle for certain objectives, while on the other hand, they wanted to create certain organizations to mobilize them at events intended to achieve certain political and financial maneuvers.
In 1927, some elements of the Christian League of National Defense walked away from A.C. Cuza and founded The Legion of Archangel Michael. In 1929 the Legion was restructured and changed its name to the Iron Guard.
The Iron Guard was a fascist party from a pragmatic and an organizational point of view. On the inside, The Iron Guard was asking to create a fascist state by destroying parliamentary government, and abolishing all civilian rights and freedoms. Through its external politics, it was asking for immediate alliance with fascist Italy and especially Hitler’s Germany.
The restructuring of the Legion was done with the support of the National Peasant government (under Vaida), that used it as an instrument of police diversion, meant to fight against democratic movements, and especially those of the Communist Party of Romania. 
In 1933, after Hitler came to power, the two fascist groups that represented the Fifth Column in Romania, the National-Christian Party, and especially the Iron Guard, intensified their activities with funding they received from Hitler. They became an instrument for political maneuvers by groups or bourgeoise property owners inside the country and by imperialists from abroad. 
The Iron Guard enjoyed the support of the government formed by bourgeoise property owners, of Carol II, and of the great industrialists and landowners, who used its resources to destroy the Romanian Communist Party. Regular subventions from German sources empowered the fascist organizations, especially the Iron Guard. It was also supported by the peasant and liberal governments that alternated in the country’s leadership and gave it the opportunity for propaganda, disruptions, and immunity against crimes and legal violations.
Between 1930 and 1937, the Legionary movement had the freedom to do as it pleased in the country. The Law of State Defense, which aimed to fight against the Guard, was not applied to the Legionaries. Between 1936 and 1937, there was no parliamentary election in which the government didn’t support the Iron Guard.
The Iron Guard also received dedicated support from the National Peasant Party and from Iuliu Maniu personally, through favorable testimony given in the trial of Duca’s assassins, and in 1938 at the trial of the Guard’s leader, and especially through the “electoral pact.”
Iuliu Maniu also supported them in 1939, following the assassination of Armand Călinescu.
In September 1940, the Iron Guard was brought to power alongside Antonescu, following the wishes of Hitler, who considered it as his agent in Romania.
Beginning with its establishment, until after the Legionary government’s liquidation in 1941, the path of the Iron Guard was dotted with crimes and thefts, starting with the assassination of the prefect Manciu, and to the massacres before and during the time of the rebellion.
During the mass assassinations committed by Legionaries on the night of 21 and 22 January, a group of Legionaries, protected by the police, took the Communist activist Constantin David, dragged him in the Pantelimon forest, and riddled him with bullets. 
When the Legionaries formed part of the government, incomplete statistics done only in the provinces showed that the goods they stole had a real and total value of 1,018,911 lei. To this were added numerous counts of mistreatment, sequestrations, home break-ins, goods taken through forced sales, requisitions, forceful occupation of buildings, and general devastation. 
When it comes to the access they had to public money, the findings showed that by placing the patrimony of the old “Country Defense” in the administration and use of the Legionary movement, its leaders gained access to a fortune of around one billion lei.
Inside the ruling fascist groups, a power struggle began between Antonescu’s party members and the old leaders of the Iron Guard.
Both parties hoped for Hitler’s support to ensure their control over Romania.
In January 1941, the rebellion of the Iron Guard against Antonescu began. The rebellion extended from the 22nd to the 24th of January and was suppressed by Antonescu’s troops, supported by Hitler, who needed the Romanian army to attack the Soviet Union. A few leaders of the Iron Guard escaped to Germany where Hitler used them to blackmail Antonescu. The group led by Antonescu remained to accomplish Hitler’s objectives in Romania, absorbing a series of Legionary elements.
During the rebellion, theft took on gigantic proportions. After the rebellion, no less than 174 trucks with goods taken illegally were gathered in front of the headquarters and homes of the Legionary leaders in Bucharest. They contained merchandise, home goods, clothing, and food.
The sums plundered during the rebellion from institutions and individuals, is said to have exceeded 100 million lei. To this, we must add the horrible mass assassinations committed on this occasion. 
This quoted text, which is actually a bad summary of Communist documents that contain opinions about the fascist movement of the 1930s and is full of serious errors when it comes to the facts2 presented, represents just one example of the distorted history of the Legionary Movement. Similar examples can be found in subsequent historical works. Two decades after M. Roller, Valter Roman, the director of the Political Publishing House of those times, opened a scholarly session in Bucharest (4-5 March 1971) around the “critical analyses and exposing of fascism in Romania,” thus found — and this remains true — that “the history of Romanian fascism has not yet been written.”3 At the same time, however, the Communist ideologue also imposed directives: “One of the most important problems that are imposed on scientific research is that regarding the ideology and the socio-political base of Romanian fascism. The ideology of the Legionary movement constituted, as is well known, a mixture of vague conceptions that contradicted each other, a horrifying mix of primitivism and obscurantism, of irrational, mystical, and religious ideas. In this electric arsenal, there was some residue of feudal ideology, atemporal and ahistorical nostalgia for a mystical archaic past. A central spot was held by the idea that this was a political, social, and ideological gospel of an exacerbated nationalism, of chauvinism, and racism. From a sociopolitical point of view, the Iron Guard blended eclecticism, vague concepts with the boldest form of demagogy, with spreading illusions about a social-economical uplift (which brought it support from certain social categories for a short time), practicing the same politics — the Bourgeoisie politics — in whose opponents the Legionary leaders hypocritically pretended to be. Being consistent at least when it came to its ultra-retrograde, archaic, and anachronistic ideas, the Legionary Movement was the declared enemy of modernization, urbanization, and industrialization of the country, and despite a rich and demagogic phraseology, it was the declared enemy of everything that meant not falling behind economically and socially and the country’s advancement on the path of civilization and progress.”4
To counterbalance the Legionary Movement, the speaker presented the activity of the Communists, about which he wanted to emphasize a few “ideas” such as: 
The politics of the Communist Party permanently expressed (after its founding in 1921) even in the harshest circumstances, the unmoving devotion of Communists for the good of the nation through their high patriotism. The example of the Romanian Communists, their heroic fight, confirms a great truth about their politics, its justice and power of influence, decisively conditioned by the unity between the party and the nation, by the measure in which the party’s politics blends in with the needs and the wishes of the Romanian nation, and with the national interests of the country. As comrade Nicolae Ceaușescu highlighted, the Romanian Communist Party gained the unanimous recognition as a leader of our society, due to the loyalty, devotion, and sacrifice with which it relentlessly served, ever since its founding, the supreme interests of the working class, of those who work, and of the whole nation. Its politics, which were inspired by the burning needs of the Romanian society, by the vital interests of the whole nation, was built on Marxist-Leninist principles, and became the flag under which the working class, the peasants, the intellectuals, and the whole nation united in tight lines.5
Soon after this nonsense spewed by Valter Roman, the first edition (2nd ed., 1980) of a work that for two decades represented the official point of view appeared, the only one allowed in the textbooks, about the history and evolution of the Legionary Movement.6 The volume contained various information (deformed by an inadequate interpretation), and became controversial in the country as well as abroad,7 by offering a sui generis image over the Legionary Movement, but readers today can separate the truth from fiction without much trouble. The final conclusion of the last edition was a more than convincing sample of this point of view: “The anti-democratic and anti-nationalist activity of the Iron Guard, the sociopolitical concepts of the Legionaries, that were unnatural to our nation’s spiritual patrimony and its old traditions, represented a cynical disregard, a brutal betrayal of the most burning aspirations of the Romanian nation that hoped for the country’s progress and national independence. This is why it is important to reveal these realities, the dissociation and explanation through careful research of their strategies and their multiple implications in different plans, also firmly combating the leftover Legionary ideologies, in the form of bourgeoise nationalism, various forms of irrationalism, mysticism, and obscurantism. This is a primordial duty of our time. Years passed from the permanent downfall of the Iron Guard. For the young generation of today, these events are unknown or known only from history textbooks or from the word of mouth. It is said that time helps us forget. This is true indeed, but we also have to keep in mind that not everything must be forgotten. The dark bloody pages that the Legionaries wrote in the history of interwar Romania, cannot and must not be forgotten by the Romanian people.”8
Surprisingly, after the collapse of Communism in Eastern Europe in 1989-1991, Romania kept bringing up and judging the Legionary Movement according to the rigors of the Marxist-Leninist ideology. This, despite the obvious realities and the latest information raised in scientific circles, and a rich memorialist literature that was published in recent years, which, even if it does not attempt to vindicate the Legionary Movement, from which many enemies of the Communist terror were recruited, at least it is cause for attention and reflection. So, despite all of this, the attack of the left wing continues when it comes to events of the recent past, including on the history of the Legion of the Archangel Michael. We don’t want to rashly conclude that they’re doing the same things, just reborn in a new spirit after 1989, or that the judgements are so harsh because the Legionary Movement imposed itself, in the backdrop of the objective realities of interwar Romania, through its actions against the Communist agenda and certain Jewish elements. Between the last two, a certain relation exists that can be missed only by those who do not want to see it. We must remember that misunderstanding the past or seeing it in the wrong light can be the same as pretending to cover up history. In this case, teaching the truth is not the goal, but the process of clarifying a past reality, through speeches and historiographical evidence. We must use certain contextual examples. Worth mentioning are the articles written by Mr. Constantin Petculescu, in the post-Communist publication called Societate și Cultură. Noua Alternativă, among them an article entitled “Garda de Fier — Prototipul fascismului în România.”9 The author claims to set the role and place of the Iron Guard10 in the history of interwar Romania, in the typical colors of historiography from the 1950s with its Communist origins: “...The Legionary Movement detached itself from the other political formations belonging to the extreme right, fascist or pro-fascist, that appeared in Romania in the third and fourth decade [as many of them as there were], and through extreme reactionism and criminal terrorism, it met all the main characteristics of a fascist political movement in its most aggressive form — Hitlerism.”11 Claiming repeatedly to have detached from the old patterns, Mr. C. Petculescu actually presented a new “image,” proving beyond a doubt that everything has changed, but actually nothing has. He wrote:
The extreme right-wing movement appeared precisely on the foundation of this profound economic, social-political, and cultural-spiritual crises in postwar Romania [after 1918], by articulating and exacerbating chauvinist, mystical, irrational ideas, ideologies that have been present starting with the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century.12 This picture makes even Germany seem inferior to Romania!
…And in Romania, the extreme right movement was fascist when it came to the way it presented itself — Legionarism and Nazism was the “last resort” to save the bourgeoisie from an acute social and political crisis, and it received all their support, or lost it in times of social or political tension.”13 
Clearly, the author, thinking about the death of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, or about the result of the conflict between Ion Antonescu and Horia Sima, generously offers stories to the reader with a recurrent theme of “There’s the wolf — there’s no wolf.”
...An impulsive and treacherous nature, with adventurous tendencies, and above all, with aspirations of becoming a political celebrity, that’s how Corneliu Zelea Codreanu appeared to be…14
Corneliu Zelea Codreanu created in 1927 “a special organization — The Legion of Archangel Michael (which became the Iron Guard in 193015),” an unnatural situation considering the Legion did not become the Guard, but it continued its existence, the Iron Guard being a new political group that represented it.
In complete opposition to a number of democratic personalities from the interwar era, Mr. C. Petculescu discredits a number of “highly intelligent intellectuals of those times, such as Nae Ionescu, Nichifor Crainic, Emil Cioran, Constantin Noica, Dragoș Protopopescu, Mihail Manoilescu, Mircea Eliade, Radu Gyr, Petre Țutea, etc., who were more or less involved in the ideological “foundation” of the Legionary Movement, even if later on, when history declared this movement to be infamous, some of them tried to pull away from Legionarism and renounce it. Some of them only assumed the role of spiritual mentors or “theorists,” a role just as bad, to provide content and ideas, thus justifying violence; others didn’t just join in theory, but practice as well, by enrolling the National-Christian Party or the Legion (O. Goga-A.C. Cuza) or oscillated between the two (Nichifor Crainic, Toma Vlădescu, etc.). Nobody could deny the fact that Nae Ionescu, Nichifor Crainic, or Emil Cioran, for example, tied their names forever — through their entire publishing careers — to the history of the Legionary movement...”16 Putting the problem in the equation in such a way, is not just inconclusive, but completely false. Fortunately, multiple recent practices offer us too many cases of such ideological labeling in order to remove certain personalities from history, all this with agreement from the “victims” if possible. It is as if we would blame Winston Churchill for siding with the Conservatives, the same way if one tries to cancel Mihai Eminescu from literature for being a fascist! According to a discredited idea about the past, we could expect miracles identical to Croce or Malaperte in Italy, to Esenin and Maiakovski in Russia, to Heidegger in Germany, etc.
Unfortunately, C. Petculescu returns to that problem, presenting a list and justifying it.17 From that specific list we should extract the intellectuals of profound influence at the time: Nae Ionescu, Nichifor Crainic, Mircea Eliade, Constantin Noica, Mihail Polihroniade, M. Manoilescu, Radu Gyr, Traian Brăileanu, Octav Onicescu, I. Găvănescul, Petre Țutea, Dragoș Protopopescu, N. Crevedia, N. Roșu, D. Gherota, P.P. Panaitescu, Emil Cioran, Mircea Vulcănescu, etc. Not all of them “benefit” from the author’s attention, but — from those taken to account — we must mention that M. Manoilescu is wrongly accused,18 and Emil Cioran and Constantin Noica are judged superficially.19 At the center of his attention remains Nae Ionescu20 and Mircea Eliade,21 the latter having international support: the book by the American writer M.L. Ricketts,22 a former student and assistant of Eliade. It all has insufficient grounds. Other suggested people are Leon Volovici23 or Norman Manea.24 In every case, he uses as proof texts published by Eliade in the press of the times, and for what concerns us, we must come back to Mr. Petculescu, who summarizes certain statements, proving himself one of the harshest exegetes of the illustrious philosopher, by condemning him in ways that could only generate compassion from the reader: “...The implication that Mircea Eliade had a totalitarian ideology is shown by a great part of his published work, that he used as a support for the Legionary movement. He was and remained a constant spiritual supporter of the Legionary phenomenon, in which he truly believed.”25
A group of texts that were included in Societate și Cultură, have the role to support statements such the ones we focused on. The process is not unusual, however, the texts we are about to analyze don’t have a fair commentary, and the authors do not have a precise setting in that time, but have the gift of persuading the reader to believe the signatory, but not the editorial.26 Let’s mention the ones in case:
Nae Ionescu, with articles “Amintirile unui prieten cu prilejul zilei numelui,” (from Buna Vestire, 8 December 1940) and “Sub semnul Arhanghelului” (in idem, from 27 June 1937).
Mircea Eliade, with “De ce cred în biruința mișcării legionare” (in Buna Vestire from 17th of December 1937) and “Noua aristocrație legionară” (in Vremea from 23 January 1938). The belief expressed in the article of 17 December 1937 in truth shows Mircea Eliade as playing a part in the plan of action of the Legionary Movement, but no less, it shows a genius loyal to the great ideals of his nation: “I believe in the fate of our nation; I believe in the Christian revolution of the new man, I believe in freedom, in identity, and in love. That’s why I believe in the victory of the Legionary Movement, in a proud and strong Romania, in a new way of life that will give the Romanian soul universal spiritual values.”
Emil Cioran, with “Impresii din Munchen” (in “Vremea” from 15 July 1934) and “Profilul interior al Căpitanului” (in Glasul strămoșesc from 25 December 1940, after a conference at Radio Bucharest from 27 November 1940).
Constantin Noica, with “Apelul Axei” (in Buna Vestire from 29 September 1940) and “Limpeziri pentru o Românie legionară” (a conference at Radio Bucharest on 5 October 1940).
Zigu Ornea27 also insisted at the same time on the texts written by Mircea Eliade and Emil Cioran. Even though we do not entirely share the opinions of the distinguished literary historian (Mircea Eliade’s choice for the Legionary Movement is now a “notorious act,” his references to the “Legionary madness” from 1934-1935, etc.), we can agree with the author when he talks about “the tragedy of a confused generation who must be understood not treated as a pamphlet.”28 We will observe, however, that the effort to understand as he advises, can’t be seen in the Breviarul of the Legionary Movement’s history by Zigu Ornea.29 After all,  Breviarul reconstructs a well-known story with a new melody. Shortly before that, Mr. Zigu Ornea confessed to being against the “nostalgic trend” that tried to remake the history of the Legionary Movement: “The Movement was against a multi-party system, was cultivating and was enrolling in its plans, terror, death cults, the right to punish others without a trial, etc. These are things that must not be forgotten, the same way that we shouldn’t ignore the Legionaries’ inclination towards dictatorship, their confessed ecstasy when it came to the fascist movement in Italy (which couldn’t even be suspected of democracy), and to National-Socialism established in 1933 in Germany. The Legionary Movement was more than sympathetic to them, we could say it was the equivalent of Hitlerism in our country.”30 For Nicolae Ceaușescu, as mentioned before, the Legionary Movement, as a comparison, represented “Hitler’s agency in Romania” (1966). The question is: what is the difference between the two?
We must highlight the fact that as far as we are concerned, we don’t believe that “nostalgic madness” could be embraced when writing the true history of the Legionary Movement, but, at the same time, we don’t believe we should set the Legionaries and their political and spiritual leaders outside the times in which they were active. We shouldn’t be obsessed by the “danger” of the Legionary Movement’s return, thus losing our motivation to discover its mysteries, while we all agree that Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and the movement founded and amplified by him are a chapter that has already been written and played out in the contemporary history of Romania. Also, overloading the Legionary Movement31 with anti-Semitic characteristics, which were not particular to it, correlated to the objective situation of Romania, should not cloud the attempt to seek the truth.
Another anti-historical perception of a complex phenomenon like the Legionary Movement, is shown in the series of studies called “Trăsături ale fascismului românesc,” written by Radu Ioanid.32 We won’t analyze this “contribution,” considering our opinion after studying it is that such “evidence” puts historical science in a tangled Leninist labyrinth: One step forward, two steps back!
***
The establishment and the evolution of the Legionary Movement up to the beginning of  World War II, found its reflection of events in the rich contemporary literature. The Legionary press, oriented towards Codreanu (Pământul strămoșesc, Axa, Cuvântul, Buna Vestire, Sfarmă Piatră, Porunca Vremii, Vremea, etc.), first of all, showcased the daily events, while the monographic and memorialist writings, the doctrinal ones, the collections of documents, etc., that were published in the second half of the 1930s,33 were the first real contributions to this subject, despite the hagiographic and differential character of many of them.  Among them, the ones that stand out most are the volumes of dual purpose, memorialist and doctrinal, penned by the indisputable leaders of the Legionary Movement, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu (1899-1938) and Ion Moța (1902-1937): Pentru Legionari (volume I)34 and Cranii de lemn.35 As many noticed at the time,36 the two works presented events which were later confirmed as true by the Cronologia legionară written in 1940, and that had a remarkable impact when it came to the Legionary Movement. They were considered to be a catechism of the Legionary youth, and not without a reason.37 Corneliu Zelea Codreanu published multiple editions of the Circulările Căpitanului, 1934-193738 and Cărticica șefului de cuib,39 as well as Testamentul by Ion Moța. The writings, considered doctrinal, were predominant: Ce este și ce vrea Mișcarea Legionară (Ion Banea, multiple editions); Rânduri către generația noastră (Ion Banea, 1940); Stil legionar (Ernest Bernea, multiple editions 1937-1940); Românul de maine și cum suntem (Alexandru Cantacuzino, multiple editions, 1935-1940); Crez de generație (Vasile Marin,40 multiple editions); Revoluția fascistă (Doru Belimace, multiple editions.)41 A series of works approached real facts about the Legionary Movement’s activity: România Legionară și Axa (Horia M. Cosmovici, 1940); Mișcarea Legionară și țărănimea (Traian Herseni, 1940); Biserica și Mișcarea Legionară (Priest Ilie I. Imbrescu, 1940) or Între lumea legionară și lumea comunistă (Alexandru Cantacuzino, various editions). We believe the perfect example of hagiographic literature was written by Ion Banea, with his Căpitanul,42 from which we extracted the following quote:
 The Captain! He’s a border stone, a barrier. A sword between two worlds. One old world, which he manly defies, destroying it; a new world, which he creates, giving it life, calling it in the light. His outline at the center of the national movement, from the war until now, appears as a line of fire, around which gravitate all the great events. He was the leader and the animator...”43
At the junction of the fourth and fifth decades, the general evolution of Europe, marked by the accomplishments of Germany and Italy, the fate of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, the evolution of the Legionary Movement from 1938 to taking the government in 1940-1941, held the attention of a few large foreign groups. This explains the publication of a whole series of foreign works dedicated to Corneliu Zelea Codreanu or to Legionary history.44 Some of the books, like the one written by the Italian Lorenzo Baracchi Tua, have been translated into Romanian.45
The literary works we mentioned from a list that is far from being exhausted, introduce the reader to the main events or features that remained at the basis of the origin and history of the Legionary Movement (1927-1938/1939). It should be noted that there is a lack of archival research (public or private) from renowned authors, which was natural for those times. Nevertheless, the value or importance of information cannot be denied when it comes to: the situation in Iași in 1919-1920 and the launch of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu in the nationalist, anti-Communist, and antisemitic movements;46 the birth of the “League of National-Christian Defense;”47 the detachment of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and his partners from LANC and A.C. Cuza, who became the “corrupt parents” of the young Legionaries;48 the emergence and affirmation of the “1922 generation;”49 the assassination of Manciu, the police prefect;50 the founding of the Legion of the Archangel Michael;51 the expansion of the Legion’s activity during the years of the economic crises from 1929-1933;52 the creation of the political movement of the Legion — The Iron Guard (1930),53 and then the Legionary Senate;54 the professed primary objective of the Guard — organizing the fight against ”Romanian Bolshevism;”55 the first dissolution of the Guard (January 1931) by the minister of internal affairs, Ion Mihalache; the founding of “Corneliu Zelea Codreanu Group;” the participation, for the first time, in the parliamentary elections (June 1931), the failure, followed by the victories in August 1931 in Neamț (Corneliu Zelea Codreanu) and in April 1932 at Tutova (Ion Zelea Codreanu);56 the second dissolution of the Iron Guard (April 1932, ordered by the Iorga-Argetoianu government), the participation in the parliamentary elections in June 1932 and the winning of more than 73,000 votes (five seats in the Chamber);57 the relaunch of the Guard in 1932-1933, and the third and last dissolution in December 1933, through an act of the Ministerial Council presided over by I.G. Duca;58 the assassination of I.G. Duca, the assassin’s trial (1934) and the restoration of the Legionary Movement’s political representation — the All for Country Party (1934-1935), under the leadership of General Cantacuzino-Grănicerul.59
The events that marked the end of the first phase of the Legionary Movement (the chemistry it had with the masses in 1934-1937, the pact with the National Peasant’s Party, National Liberal Party of Gheorghe Brătianu, the Jewish Party, and Constantin Argentoianu’s group in November 1937, the success in the elections of 20 December 1937, the establishment of Carol II’s dictatorship, the self-dissolution of the All for the Country Party, the arrest of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, the first trial of the Captain for slandering Nicolae Iorga, the second trial in May 1938, the sentencing and imprisonment at Jilava-Râmnicu Sărat, the assassination of the Captain and his comrades on the 29/30th of November 1938, the disruptions affecting the Legionary Movement and the fight for power in 1938-1939, the self-promotion of Horia Sima at the helm of the Legionary Movement), and directly succeeding that, the ones in the second phase that coincided with the conflagration between 1939 and 1945 (the first wave of the Legionary exile to Germany in 1939-1940, the assassination of Prime Minister Armand Călinescu and the repressions from Gh. Argeșanul’s general government of royal dictatorship, the start of reconciliation between Horia Sima and Carol II, the inclusion of the Legionaries in the first government of Ion Gigurtu in July 1940, the proclamation of the National-Legionary State on 14 September 1940, the Ion Antonescu-Horia Sima government that was constantly threatened by the conflict between them, the Legionary rebellion of January 1941, Ion Antonescu’s repression and the second wave of Legionary exile to Germany in 1941-1945, Horia Sima’s government in Vienna in 1944-1945), all these were widely spoken about only after the end of World War II in 1945 by the Legionaries who remained in exile in the West. The literature written by the exiled Legionaries from 1945 to 1989, used new sources correlated with direct impressions or retelling, and it continues to be uneven, but what predominates is the way the problem is approached and this directly depends on the position of each of the authors (memorialists, exegetes, ideologists, or editors) had: pro-Sima or anti-Sima. The first group imposed their point of view according to which Horia Sima continued to work towards the goals of the Captain, while the others portray Horia Sima as a traitor to the commandments left by Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, even more — his moral assassin and one guilty of every trouble of those times that had a direct and brutal effect on the long post-war exile of the Legionaries. We will reference a few of the books with critical analyses, that made possible — through corroboration with other sources, researching archives and studying specialized works on Romania’s contemporary history — the first solid history of the Legionary Movement. The first one to undertake the study of the Legionary past was the priest Ștefan Palaghiță (1950-1951)60 with the work Garda de Fier spre reînvierea României, republished in Bucharest in 1993, edited by Al. V. Diță and Dan Zamfirescu.61 The author, who ended up dying in suspicious circumstances, offered a text filled with details that were never known before and exact information starting with the biography of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and the explanation of the Legionary doctrine,62 continuing with the moment in 1920-1923-1924-1930- 1932-1933 and after 1934, which reported to the teachings found in Cărticica șefului de cuib, was considered to belong to the period of “crossing of Mount of suffering”63 by the Legionaries, who then entered the “forest of wild beasts,” which coincided with 1938-1941. The three evil men who dominated this, according to the author, and who caused great hardship for the Legionary Movement64 were: Carol II, Horia Sima, and the General Ion Antonescu.65 Ștefan Palaghiță was the first Legionary historiographer who wrote about the serious conflicts that broke out at the start of World War II, and got worse during the exile in Germany from 1941-1945, between Horia Sima and his party members on one hand, and on the other hand, between multiple Legionary leaders (Ilie Gârneață, C. Papanace, Mile Lefter, etc.).  
For Ștefan Palaghiță, the years of 1942-1945, that also corresponded with the exile to Germany and with the Sima Government in Vienna,66 coincided with the proliferation of the Legionary Movement crises. Horia Sima and his party members are consistently considered to be “brigadiers”. The year 1945 meant, in Palaghiță’s point of view, who made use again of the text from Căpitanul, the sinking of Horia Sima and his “brigadiers” in the “swamp of desolation.”67 Overall, Istoria compiled by Ștefan Palaghiță has an antisemitic overview. Sima was considered from the start to be responsible for the direct assassination of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, of the Nicadorii, and the Decemvirii, through his terrorist acts initiated in 193868. The author explains: “... Opposite to Carol’s oppression [from 1938], the Captain settled on the spiritual side of the Movement [...] Horia Sima either didn’t understand or he didn’t want to understand the tactical and strategic plan of the Captain [...] He worked against the Captain’s orders, against the line endorsed by the Commander [of the Legionary Movement], conducting individual actions that completely opposed the orders he received, against the reality and rejecting basic discipline of the Legionaries.”69 
The works that were published after Garda de Fier spre reînvierea României continued the debates and, depending on if they were pro or anti-Semitic,70 gave many opportunities for investigations in the history of the Legionary Movement, figuring out its secrets and setting its main periods:
I — 1927-1938/1939 (its founding and ascension)
II — 1939-1945 (its rise to power, governing from 1940-1945, the rebellion, the exile to Germany and Sima’s power in office)
III — After 1945 (the exile of the Legionary leaders to the West, and in the country dealing with the Communist terror by Legionary members of every category, with overwhelming cases of bravery, dignity, and a spirit of extreme sacrifice).
We must mention a few of the books that were published during the Legionary exile after 1945, especially the ones belonging to the well-known collections from Madrid, Salzburg (the Miami Beach), Buenos Aires, and Rome (“Omul nou,” “Biblioteca Verde,” “Dacia,” “Cuget românesc,” etc.):71 Pământul Strămoșesc (Ilie Gârneață), Buenos Aires, 1952); Corneliu Zelea Codreanu. 20 de ani de la moarte (N. S. Govora, I. V. Emilian, Gr. Manoilescu etc., Madrid, 1958); Texte alese. Extrase de doctrină legionară (Salzburg, 1952); Însemnări de la Jilava (1938) (Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, Salzburg, 1951); Cronologie legionarâ (Virgil Mihăilescu, Salzburg, 1953); Nicadorii (Toader Ioraș, Salzburg, 1952); Miti Dumitrescu (Mihai Tănase, Salzburg, 1952); Cazul Iorga-Madgearu72 (Horia Sima, Madrid, 1961, ed. a II-a); Gând și faptă legionară (C. Hențescu and V. Iașinchi, Madrid, 1962); Evocări (C. Papanace, Madrid, 1965); Facing the Truth. Face a la verité (V. Iașinchi, Madrid, 1966); România și sfârșitul Europei. Amintiri din țara pierdută73 (Mihail Sturdza, Madrid, 1966); Histoire du Mouvement Legionnaire74 (Horia Sima, ed. cited); Semicentenarul Mișcării Legionare. Legiunea în imagini (1927-1977) (ed. De Centrul de Studii și Documentare al Mișcării Legionare, Madrid, 1977)75; Fără Căpitan. Conducerea în a doua prigoană (1938) (C. Papanace, Roma, 1984); Era Libertății (Horia Sima, Madrid, 1977, ed. I; Miami Beach, 1990, ed. A II-a); Guvernul național român de la Viena (Horia Sima, Madrid, Editura Mișcării Legionare, 1993); Guvernul de la Viena. Continuarea statului român național-legionar, 1944-1945 (Faust Bradesco, Madrid, Editura Carpați/ Traian Popescu, 1989); A Grenoble sur le traces du Capitaine (L. David, Ion Marii, Madrid, 1971); Sub steagul lui Codreanu. Momente din trecutul Legiunii (Nicu Iancu, Madrid, 1973); Martiri legionari (C. Papanace, Roma, 1952); Din viața legionară (N. Pătrașcu, Salzburg, 1952); Romanian Nationalism. The Legionary Movement (Alexander E. Ronnet, Chicago, 1974) or La Garde de Fer et le terrorisme (Faust Badesco, Madrid, 1979).76
For decades, the European fascist phenomenon was addressed and explained using the Comintern model. Also, for decades it was avoided to set a connection between fascism and communism, in a sense that the first one appeared as an offense move against the last one. After in 1943-1945, the fascist states collapsed as a result of World War II and the Communist system was introduced by Soviet tanks in various countries from East-Central Europe, with all the complications of “local” Communist factors, the victory and superiority of communism over fascism were considered as “logical,” in a context in which the meaning of that word was changed completely. In Romania, the situation couldn’t have been identical, the Legionaries or the Guardists being automatically mixed in with the fascists. Called guilty of every misfortune that humankind suffered during World War II, despite de facto evidence that proved the great massacre was a result of the Nazi-Communist conspiracy from the 23rd of August 1939, while the fascists, the Legionaries and the Guardists became victims of the official politics of systematic destruction. All this was used under the pretext of the country’s recovery, of its salvation from every bad and criminal consequences (here the list of adjectives was infinite) of the “old regime” etc. etc. The Iron Guard was named a simple agency of Berlin, and the politicians and historians (M. Roller and his successors) rushed to prove this relation. The crimes of war and the antisemitism became a recurring theme of an exaggerated propaganda, even though it was easy to see, as well as today, that during that specific period of the war in the East, the Legionaries were not allied with Antonescu anymore, or that among the ideologists from Moscow and Bucharest predominated, in the first decade after the war, many Jews who discovered (not based on reality) that antisemitism was a weapon that excused their striking promotion, their new endeavors against humanity, their thirst for power, and not least, their unmistakable weakness. Therefore, the history of the Legionary Movement in Romania was, from the start, distorted and compromised in Bucharest. Whether we choose to admit it or not, its chance to be studied correctly originated from the fact that, during exile, its investigation continued uninterrupted, even if there were serious problems with interpretation and subjectivism. The facts discovered in the free world, the general idea of fascism, as well as the multiple controversies related to Romanian Legionaries became the theme of systematic investigations by those with high moral and scientific qualifications. Secondly, its chance came from the collapse of the Communist system in 1989, when the history of the Legionary Movement stopped being interpreted from just one point of view in the country — the official Marxist-Leninist one. But we will develop this in the following pages.
Everywhere on the old continent, Communism was to blame for the birth of Fascism, especially in Germany. Stalin contributed to the promotion of Hitler for the chancellor position in a few economic, financial and local political circles.77   Until 1933, the great conflicts within the capitalist system had economic motives, after which appeared the ideological conflict between fascism and communism, between Moscow and Berlin. Because we’re talking about two great powers that had great influence in Europe and in the world, and because Germany’s internal structure was capitalist, the capitalist system was caught in this dispute between fascism and communism in the 1930s. The conflicts between the greatest three political powers had a direct impact on the conflagration between 1939-1945, from which S.S.S.R. came victorious with the help of Anglo-Saxon powers. An essential mistake the leaders from the Kremlin did, was that before eliminating Hitler, and even after that, they copied the Führer exactly: they faced him while planning the funeral of the West. The result was obvious, just like in Nazi Germany, it led to the downfall of Communist Russia. In whichever way we looked at it, the problem at the center of everything for a long period of time was the dispute between fascism and communism. To showcase its victory, Kremlin used all its weapons — crime, espionage, war, and why not, ideology. The result? Not only the change of the course of history (that was forced either way after 1944-1945 for East-Central Europe), but more than that, forgery of history!
So, what did Fascism represent in the eyes of Communist ideologues? For a long time, it was considered that the classic definition of fascism (which apparently was the only accepted one) had belonged to Gh. Dimitrov, in the report presented in 1935 at the 5th World Congress of the III International. The Bulgarian Communist leader, who was the second man in power in the Comintern after I.V. Stalin, reached a general idea that aimed to avoid causing problems for their successors. Keeping in mind the dilemmas of the politruks from the Kremlin after 1945, who admitted that Fascism can lurk anywhere except for Communist groups and their close entourage, Gh. Dimitrov first came to the conclusion that  “through its cynical approaches and its methods, Fascism surpasses every other form of burghers reaction. It adapts its demagogy on the national individuality of every country, even more, even from inside a country it adapts to the individuality of every social class within.”78 In its essence, Fascism — in Dimitrov’s opinion — was equivalent to “the most despicable exploitation of the population, but presented to it with clever anti-capitalistic demagogy, exploiting the deep hatred of the working class towards the greedy burghers, the banks, the trusts, and the financial magnates.”79 In turn, Walter Ulbricht, the renowned leader of the Communist group of Eastern Germany, was denouncing Fascism as “the terrorist domination open to the most reactive elements, the most Chauvinistic, and the most imperialist of the German financial capital” or “a form of domination of the German monopolistic capital in its time of corruption.”80 We don’t know how many of these “classic” traits we can identify in the activity of the Legionary Movement, but it’s concerning to notice similarities between these quotes and the “evidence” in Roller’s unique textbook, which we referred to in the opening of this introduction. Coming back to Dimitrov and Ulbricht, we can note that in contrast with doctrines proposed by them, Henri Miche, the reputable French historian of World War II, who studied Fascism closely, opposed every formula that generalized it excessively and treated this phenomenon in a direct relation with reality of European society (and not only) and with the effects of multiple crises (economic, social, political, philosophical, etc.) that took place in the time between the two World Conflicts.81 
In the established international historiography of fascism, this phenomenon is studied from multiple aspects (general, European, or South European), most often correlated with the evolution of the Legionary Movement. Another collection of syntheses, monographs, and studies contain the famous ones that talk especially about the situation in Romania.
On an international level, it can be considered that a key moment when it comes to the scientific investigation of the fascist phenomenon occurred around the year 1965, when in Germany, USA, England, France, and Italy a series of related works were published by reputable historians who were to become leading authorities on the subject. Concretely, “the debate about Fascism” in universal contemporary historiography82 was established through the works by Ernst Nolte — Der Faschismus in seiner Epoche83 and by Eugen Weber — Varieties of Fascism. Doctrines of Revolution in the Twentieth Century.84 Both books that became classics and benefited from multiple references85 or a certain chapter about the Legionary Movement,86 were immediately followed by a true wave, a situation in which the fundamental problems of fascism (origins, general and local evolution, doctrines, victories and defeats, the situation after World War II, and historiography) were studied to the core: The European Right. A Historical Profile (Hans Rogger and Eugen Weber, editors, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1965);87 International Fascism, 1920-1945 (Walter Laqueur and George L. Mosse, editors, New York, 1966);88 Die Faschistischen Bewegungen (Ernst Nolte, Berlin, 1966);89 European Fascism (S. J. Woolf, London, 1968);90 The Rise of Fascism (F. L. Carsten, Berkeley, Los Angeles, 1969);91 Native Fascism in the Successor States, 1918-1945 (Peter F. Sugar, editor, Santa Barbara, 1971);92 Fascismes et ideologies reactionnaires en Europe 1919-1945 (Pierre Milza, Paris, 1971); The Place of Fascism in European History (Gilbert Allardyce, editor, Eaglewood Cliffs, 1971); Universal Fascism The Theory and Practice of the Fascist International, 1928-1936 (M.A. Leden, New York, 1972), followed, among others, by: Les fascismes (Henri Michel, 1977);93 Fascism, A reader’s Guide... (Walter Laqueur, editor, 1979);94 Fascism. Comparison and Definition (Stanley G. Payne);95 Fascism and Prefascism in Europe, 1890-1945. A Bibliography of the Extreme Right (Philip Rees, Sussex and New Jersey, 1984);96 Les Fascismes (Pierre Mizla, Paris, 1985);97 Inside the League. The Shocking Expose of How Terrorists, Nazis, and Latin American Death Squads Have Infiltrated the World Anti-Communist League (Scott Anderson and John Lee Anderson, New York, 1986),98 and, finally, The European Dictatorship, 1918-1945 (Stephen J. Lee, London and New York, 1987).99 We can’t neglect, of course, Jeliu Jelev,100 from whom we must mention a few definitions of fascism, that were memorable through their originality and wisdom: “an act of violence against the capitalist class that was not sanctioned by law” (Luigi Longo); “the most reactive contra-revolution in history” (G. Poltzer); “the revolution of nihilism” (H. Rauschning); “the shadow, or better, the monstrous child of communism” (W. Churchill); “the epileptic fainting of the German nation,” “a general schizophrenia of a nation” (R. Binyon); “a statement of the irrational structure of a man modeled by society” (Wilhelm Reich) and certainly, the most striking one  that we owe to the Italian philosopher and sociologist Luigi Sturzo: “In truth, between Russian and Italy there is but one authentic difference — the fact that Bolshevism, or the Communist dictatorship, represents a left-wing fascism, while fascism, or the conservatory dictatorship, represents a right-wing Bolshevism.”101
It was easy to see that the history of the Legionary Movement and the Legionary phenomenon were and are in the attention of foreign specialists, who are interested in international Fascism or the European one. Even more so, this is valid for a smaller group of researchers, especially the ones in the East European area. Keeping this in mind, we must look at the works of general history in this area,102 putting the accent on the ones that talk about the local fascist movements, among which some of them excel: The Shadow of the Swastika: The Rise of Fascism and Anti-Semitism in the Danube Basin, 1936-1939 (Bela Vago, London, 1979) The Green Shirts and the Others. A History of Fascism in Hungary and Romania (Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera, Stanford, Hoover Institution Press, 1970; second edition Palm Beach: Center for Romanian Studies, 2021) or I falsi Fascismi. Ungheria, Jugoslavia, Romania, 1919-1945 (Mariano Ambri, Rome, 1980). American Joseph Rothschild accurately portrays the process in which the Legionary movement expanded their influence, the reasons for their electoral success in December 1937 and the hit received in 1938; it can be observed that the Legionary Movement was not on the offensive from the start, but became a victim of violence committed towards it by the Gendarmes and the Police.103 Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera and Mariano Ambri agree on one aspect, which is that, in the interwar period, the only uncorrupted politicians in Romania were Iuliu Maniu, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, and General Ion Antonescu.104
Of all the studies we mentioned on fascism in general, and when it comes to setting the Legionary Movement in the universal phenomenon or the European one, some of them constituted pioneering works, from multiple points of view: the level and depth of the research, the value and originality of their conclusions, the temerity in approaching the subject, and the bravery in communicating the results. In this regard, we mention Ernst Nolte, Eugen Weber, Z. Barbu, and Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera. First, thanks to their research on the history of the Legionary Movement, it came out from the shadow of local studies, and became integrated or received a parallel comparison of the Legionaries with the European or universal fascist phenomenon, and they found well-defined traits and common points, but above all, they left behind the area of historiography or of Communist historiographical propaganda. Thus, they undoubtedly demonstrated the power of scientific investigation on this subject. The German philosopher and sociologist Ernst Nolte, in 1963, started the discussion, examining Corneliu Zelea Codreanu’s activity and the role of the Legionary Movement in a European context.105 In 1966, Nolte returns with a special chapter about Fascismul român (Romanian Fascism) in one of his most well-known syntheses about the European fascism.106 Nolte correctly presents the ascension of the Legionary Movement in the context of interwar Romanian politics, adequately placing it among the fascist groups in the country107 and among the foreign ones — a “unique” place in Europe.108 The League of Archangel Michael, founded on the 24th of June 1927 under the leadership of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu,109 didn’t have a defined plan, according to Nolte, but was based on the four principles: the belief in God, the belief in its own mission, mutual trust, and song.110 The birth of the Iron Guard as a political movement, marked the beginning of the national111 expansion of the Legionary Movement, with immediate electoral victories in 1931-1932, M. Stelescu and I.I. Moța imposing themselves in the Parliament, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu being removed.112 Even though the Iron Guard was dissolved in 1933, in the same year, oddly, the Legionary Movement gained power, its success being owed to its own efforts, not Hitler’s.113 In 1934/35 a Legionary party was reborn — All for the Country, and Nae Ionescu became the renowned theoretician of the Legionary Movement. The great victories belong to 1936-1937, after which the decline happens once the royal dictatorship is installed in 1938, the date after which the Legionary Movement is constantly attacked by Carol II and Armand Călinescu. These factors led to the arrest, trial, and sentencing of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu for social misconduct, for acquiring and giving away secret documents of the Romanian state, for possession of a firearm, and for receiving money from abroad.114 It’s possible that Hitler had an unwanted role in the assassination of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, since he could have suggested to Carol II, in November 1938, that political power in Bucharest should be given the Captain.115 The Legionary Movement remained “a force” even after the assassination of Codreanu, and Carol II tried to reconcile with it in 1940. When in power in 1940/1941, the Legionary Movement became guilty of terrorist acts (against its political opponents and Jews), which makes Nolte state that, actually, the movement was more anarchist than fascist.116 However, there are a few elements that are comparable to the European fascism: the opposition against corruption and the parliamentary and bourgeoise life; setting as one of their goals the commandment for a “moral renovation” of society; the principle about the leader’s role and exaggeratedly establishing the life of the Captain as an example; the decision to destroy their adversaries; anti-Semitism; the unconcealed and unconditional friendship with Hitler and Mussolini.117 In analyzing Ernst Nolte’s text, we present the conclusions that are worthy of remembering: the Legionary Movement showed more similarities than differences with the other fascist movements in Europe; the last ones are explicable through social and national conditions specific to interwar Romania. In summary, the Legionary Movement “brings together pro-fascist traits, as well as radical fascist traits,” a fact that made it “the most interesting and complex fascist movement.”118 
In 1964, Eugen Weber (who was born in Bucharest in 1925), investigating the Faces of the European fascism, studied the Legionary Movement and Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, while trying to discover the essence of Legionary doctrine. Weber briefly examined the biography of the Captain, the situation of Romania after World War I, the take-off of the nationalist and antisemitic current in Iași,119 the assassination of Manciu, and the birth of the League of Archangel Michael (in the subchapter named Murder as Method).120 It is useful to underline that the author, even though he doesn’t agree, pictures the violence committed by the police prefect Manciu against the Iași students with Corneliu Zelea Codreanu at their helm, who decided to “make his own justice with the law in his hands.”121 The ascension of the Legionary Movement in the 1930s and the success of the All for the Country Party, grabbed the author’s attention. The elections in 1937 — he claims — placed the party in 3rd place nationwide and, more than that, made it the political group that was “by far the most popular and dynamic one.”122 In disagreement with the Legionaries transgressions (I.G. Duca, Armand Călinescu, etc.), Weber also rejects the “wave of violence” caused by the authorities, because “blood asks for blood, death feeds on death.” “It’s true — we continue reading — that violence stained the activity of the Legion right from the beginning, but violence in a country where the law applies for the leading party and where political banditry is historically tied to the memory of patriot outlaws that held foreign occupants for ransom. Legionary assassinations were committed as a reply to the crimes that would have never been sent to trial...”123 Codreanu’s assassination and those of his comrades appears to Weber as acts of martyrs, but, no less, like an end of the Legionary Movement, a Götterdämmerung; “high ideals transformed into vile condemnation.”124 From a doctrinal point of view, Weber considers that Corneliu Zelea Codreanu’s ideas are of a “completely different essence” than those of other social European movements, his being more inclined towards Christianity, simpler than the ideologies of the West, and yet, more subtle when taking into consideration more issues that were elsewhere ignored.125
Shortly after his contribution in 1964, Eugen Weber came back to the history of the Legionary Movement, in a collective volume that he co-edited,126 this time giving it a full study, accompanied by a short fundamental bibliography.127 This time, Weber insisted over the conditions that in Romania started manifesting nationalism and antisemitism, at the junction of the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries, the evolution of these two currents after World War I128 being connected to the emergence of the Communist danger.129 The activity of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu130 in Iași in the first years post-war and after that in LANC, until establishing the Legion of Archangel Michael,131 the problem of crimes and Legionary violence related to the repressions from authorities from 1924 to 1941,132 the League’s ascension, especially in 1934-1937,133 the events in 1938 that ended with the assassination of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu,134 and the ones between 1939-1941,135 all these are closely examined by Eugen Weber, who proves to have knowledge of this era, a fine analyst and an objective judge of events that history will definitely not give the right to appeal. The reputable specialist, based on his own investigations, reconfirms the German Harald Laeuen136 in a sense that “Sima’s Legion was not Codreanu’s Legion. The last one ended up by being persecuted in 1938-1939 and in the bloodbath that followed. The new Legionary leadership — Weber observed — had risen from second class citizens. What was even worse, the new leadership was more independent, more heterogeneous, less dedicated, less disciplined, less educated.”137 When it comes to the conflict between Antonescu and Sima, Weber describes the General as a representative of the old world, Sima — “was something completely different.”138 Antonescu was victorious, but not without major support from Berlin, which “cared less about its ideological ally than an old regime that ensured internal peace and proved to be a trustworthy henchman who delivered oil, cereal, and workers it needed.”139 The Legion in power — concludes the British historian, meant more than a disillusion; it was equivalent to a “despicable and bloody collapse.”140 According to the official documents that the author uses, the Legionary rebellion ended up in 370 deaths and 44 injured in Bucharest, and in the rest of the country, 46 deaths and 78 injured; the Legionary leaders fled to Germany, and in the months that followed around 8,000 people were imprisoned.141 The Legionary “Rebellion” had become “its resistance to a hit given by its equal governmental partner to remove it from power.”142
Next to Ernst Nolte and Eugen Weber.143 there was Zevedei Barbu (born in Romania), and he imposed himself, in chronological order, as the third prestigious international researcher on the Legionary phenomenon. His study of reference, that was already mentioned, represents less an attempt to establish the steps that marked the history of the Legionary Movement, and more an effort to penetrate the social origins of the Legionary phenomenon, to explain its success and the reasons for the “cult of violence.” He expresses with conviction that the essential traits of the Legionary Movement only partially derive from the conditions of belonging to a certain class or to the economic situation of its members, and in a more relevant measure it’s founded on a “series of psychological factors, a state of mind, typical to the individuals and groups that were differently affected by a lack of social integration and its results.” These aspects were elaborated in later works by the same specialist.144
Reaching the junction of the sixth and seventh decade, the specialized studies about the Legionary Movement, that were already published at a general level, are not rarities anymore. Dominated by Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera’s145 book, the published studies by foreign specialists (some of them originating from Romania) focused their attention and discovered a few fundamental aspects of the history of the Legionary Movement. We make a special mention of the contributions authored by the prestigious Stephen Fischer-Galați,146 Emanuel Turczynski,147 N. I. Lebedev,148 Teodor I. Armon,149 and F.L. Carsten.150 And even so, we’re far from exhausting the list. Some works covered the general history of contemporary Romania, and we recommend them to the reader, especially because we focus on the exceptional competency of the authors and the fundamental value of their contributions,151 and we also cannot leave aside some smaller studies, even the occasional ones.152
The results of the efforts of these foreign specialists in studying the Legionary Movement created, like a summum of sums, three solid monographs, which at the moment are true works of reference for the subject in our attention. These authors are the American Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera153 (originating from Romania), the German Armin Heinen,154 and the Spanish Francisco Veiga.155 A result of their systematic work that required deep thinking, and, when it comes to the last two, required elaborate investigations in the German, Spanish, Italian, and French archives, the mentioned works constitute, not just a model, but also the basis for continuing the study of Legionary history and doctrine.
The Green Shirts and the Others by Nagy-Talavera is considered, when it comes to Romania and comparing it to the situation in Hungary, a quality piece of scholarship. Unlike Francisco Veiga, Nagy-Talavera shows a preference for the history of the Legionary Movement, not for analyzing the Legionary ideology. The American historian pictures essential details that outlined the Legionary evolution: the fact that the Legion wanted to remain, and did remain, a movement, and didn’t operate as a political party,156 just like all the other equivalent fascist groups in interwar Europe; also, the Legion was the only Fascist movement that was profoundly religious and that that used the icon of St. Michael157 as a protecting symbol, or as part of the opposition, the Legionaries expressed their faith, not a plan.158 According to Nagy-Talavera, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu rejected the idea of dictatorship, being a follower of authoritarianism,159 and the nationalism they followed had a mystical nature.160 The author pictures the political actions of the Legionaries with their groups the Iron Guard and All for the Country, the three dissolutions ordered by I. Mihalache, the Iorga-Argetoianu government, and I.G. Duca, the participation in the elections in 1931-1932, the assassination of I.G. Duca, etc. The years 1934-1935, with the relations between King Carol II, prime minister Gh. Tătărescu, and the Legionary Movement, seemed rather “suspicious”161 to the author. 1936-1937  — which we knew from other authors as well — were the years of full ascension for the Legionary Movement,162 during which they enjoyed the victory on the 20th of December 1937 in the parliamentary elections (3rd place after P.N.L. and its allies, and after P.N.Ț.).163 Nagy-Talavera, as well as Andreas Hillgruber earlier164 and Armin Heinen after him,165 didn’t discover any evidence related to Hitler financing the Legionary Movement. On the question: who did it? the author stops at Malaxa, Auschnitt, etc.166 relating to the situation of the Legionary Movement in the fateful year of 1938, the author doesn’t miss the attempts of King Carol II to assassinate Corneliu Zelea Codreanu in February of 1938.167 By arresting the Captain and a few thousand Legionaries in 1938,168 including “the whole Legionary elite,”169 it gave the obvious signal for a “violent persecution,” that ended with the crimes of November 1938.170 Horia Sima, Nagy-Talavera suspects, had a role in this outcome, considering he didn’t follow the recommendations the Captain gave them from prison, telling them not to challenge the authorities.171 The American specialist also focuses on the events between 1938-1940: the assassination of Armand Călinescu and the reply of Carol II: ”the bloodbath,” the “massacre” of over 250 Legionaries, among them, the engineer Gh. Clime, the leader of the All for the Country Party (after the death of General Zizi Cantacuzino-Grănicerul in 1937); M. Polihroniade, the expert of the Legionary Movement when it came to problems of foreign policy, Prince Al. Cantacuzino; the brilliant lawyer Alexandru Tell; Moța’s and Marin’s armed comrades in Spain — N. Totu and Bănică Dobre; the lawyer and doctor Ion Banea, “probably the most admirable man in the Legion after Codreanu;”172 the student or youth leaders Gh. Furdui or Gh. Istrate, and others. Nagy-Talavera concludes: “After this massacre, the Legion was ‘like a potato... the best part of it was underground.’ The Iron Guard was decapitated, with no leaders, when almost a year later it came to power...”173 A chapter is dedicated to the Legionary-Antonescu Government174 that ended following the rebellion in January 1941. As a result, “the Legionary Movement — concludes Nagy-Talavera — disappeared from the Romanian scene almost instantly. Grozea and 16 of his companions were tried and executed for participating in the murders at Jilava. In May (1941), the Military Courthouse in Bucharest sentenced 225 Legionaries: 30, including a lieutenant, and 15 police officers received a life sentence; 23 — between 5 and 20 years in prison, and 138 — sentenced for shorter terms; 33 of them were acquitted.”175
The monograph of the German historian Armin Heinen176 surpasses, not just through its size, every scientific work on the subject, but also through solidity given by an exceptional documentation, by an adequate layout of the material and the theme presented, by an objective and irreproachable analyses of events and ideas, by the ability to picture essential elements, and communicate conclusive ideas. The structure of the work is ideal for permitting a global discussion on the Legionary Movement: historiography;177 Romania in the nineteenth century, during World War I and in the interwar period, focusing on the social and political movements and conflicts, on the specific doctrines of the various stages;178 student antisemitism, LANC and the birth of the Legion (1919-1927);179 the path of the Legion towards masses (years 1928/1930-1933);180 the Legionary Movement wins over the masses (1934-1937);181 Carol II and the Legion (1938);182 the social “profile” of the Legion;183 Germany and the Legionaries (1939-1945)184 and, finally, conclusions, historiographic debates and the Iron Guard in tables, annexes, complete bibliography.185 Armin Heinen manages to create an excellent analysis of Legionary doctrine in relation to the currents of those times (liberalism, communism, antisemitism, etc.), after the way he precisely captures all the steps/stages that marked the evolution/decline of the Legionary Movement in the 1920s until 1945; another special merit of the author is that he consistently delimits the Legionary Movement from the actions of its political groups, and these from the rest of the fascist parties or the right-wing ones from Romania. Also, Armin Heinen precisely set the Legionary Movement among the fascist movements of those times. The fundamental conclusion Heinen came to is clear: “In the interwar era, from among all the movements (parties), only the Legion could have been considered as rightly fascist. It was the only one that found itself in fundamental opposition with socialism, and in equal measure, with the bourgeoise-capitalist order. Only the Iron Guard had a concept about the new man that was comparable with the fascist one, it was the only one who aimed for a mobilization of masses and made itself known, through words and actions, through the use of force as a political instrument.”186 Reconfirmed by Francisco Veiga on the fact that the Legionarism ended up representing a ”mass movement,”187 Armin Heinen, meticulously confronting the most trustworthy sources, managed to establish the numerical evolution of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu’s “militants,” more precisely: 1,000 in 1929; 6,000 at the end of 1930; 28,000 in December 1933; 34,000 in May 1935; 96,000 in January 1937, and 272,000 in December 1937.188 We only stopped on this for a moment to highlight what the distinguished historian Florin Constantiniu declared about Armin Heinen’s book, calling it “the most solid foreign research on the Legionary Movement.”189 
Francisco Veiga’s book, as mentioned, was translated into Romanian, even though it is the more recent contribution to the history of the Legionary Movement. From the perspective of occurrence, the author proved to be loyal to the older approaches on the history of the Legionary Movement: Greater Romania after World War I — 1918-1919; the Communist danger and the antisemitic turbulences 1920-1922; the establishment of the “new Romanian right” — 1923-1927; from the Legion to the Iron Guard — 1928-1930; the “heroic years” 1931-1932; Romanian intellectuals and Legionary doctrine — 1932-1933; its implication in state politics — 1933 and the “traumatizing rebirth” of the Legion, 1940-1941. We will mention for the reader some opinions of the Spanish historian that were expressed with the occasion of a broad study about the history of the Legionary Movement. Thus, Veiga shows that the “Legionary Movement was never a transposition on the exact model of foreign fascism,190 even less, it didn’t even fulfill the role of a “Fifth Column” of Berlin in Bucharest;191 right from the start, from before they became Legionaries, Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and his comrades were treated with brutality by the Romanian police, which was a common practice in Bucharest;192 to this, Codreanu’s “response” — considers Veiga — was surprising: the assassination of Manciu, about whom — years later — he won’t speak of anymore to his followers, but he “never showed any regret;”193 the decision of Carol II to assassinate Corneliu Zelea Codreanu was taken immediately after his meeting with Hitler, and after the 30th of November 1938 he started the “silent
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