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I. FONDAMENTS

EUGEN SIMION: EXEGI MONUMENTUM

Lucian CHISU

“@. Calinescu” Institute of Literary History and Theory
Romanian Academy, Bucharest
lucianchisu@gmail.com

Abstract:

This text is a reminder that October marks one year since the passing of
Professor Academician Eugen Simion, a prominent figure in Romanian culture. The
article pays tribute to the efforts and achievements of Eugen Simion’s work and
legacy, exemplified by the verses of the Latin poet Horace, “exegi monumentum aere
perennius”. It highlights the significant contributions of this exceptional personality
of Romanian culture and literature, emphasising Eugen Simion’s reputation as one
of the most esteemed literary critics and historians, essayists and theorists in the field
of literature. He is considered the (theoretical) founder of biographical genres
(journals, correspondence, memoirs). His activity as an editor, preface writer, author
of monographs and promoter of national-scale projects yielded important results,
including Dictionarul General al Literaturii Romdne ‘The General Dictionary of
Romanian Literature’ (DGLR, two editions), Cronologia vietii literare romdnesti
1944 — 2012 ‘The Chronology of Romanian Literary Life 1944 — 2012’ (CVLR, 60
volumes) and the facsimile reproduction of Eminescu’s manuscripts (notebooks) (38
volumes). A university professor and member of the Romanian Academy and
president of this high forum between 1997 and 2006, Eugen Simion also became a
member of seven other academies in the United Kingdom, Denmark, France, Greece,
Moldova, Spain and Serbia. Some of his books and studies were translated in
Belgium, Switzerland, France, Germany, the United States, Serbia and Hungary. The
unexpected loss of Professor Eugen Simion left a vast literary project unfinished,
deprived now of the infectious energy and enthusiasm of its initiator. These projects
are currently being continued and completed by researchers at the “G. Calinescu”
Institute of Literary History and Theory of the Romanian Academy, where Eugen
Simion served as director.
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Key words:
Eugen Simion, literature (criticism, essay, literary theory), personality,
European Academies, literary projects, fundamental works.

I. 18 October marked one year since the passing of the Professor
Academician Eugen Simion into eternity. Despite his departure from the real
world, the image of the Professor continues to shine in the sky of our
memories, with the brightness of a polestar.

1. In a speech delivered at the beginning of this year, on National
Culture Day, the President of the Romanian Academy, Academician loan-
Aurel Pop, wanted to remind everyone that over a decade ago Eugen Simion
was the initiator of the official celebration' of Mihai Eminescu’s birthday (15
January) as the “astral day of Romanians”. The Professor would have turned
90 in the third decade of May 2023.

2. The irreparable sadness caused by the fact that the honouree was not
among his friends and admirers was mitigated by the cultural and scientific
events organised to honour his memory. The Romanian Academy, the National
Foundation for Science and Art, “G. Calinescu” Institute of Literary History and
Theory, the magazine “Caiete critice”, the National Museum of Romanian
Literature, the Academy Library and the “Eugen Simion” Cultural Centre in
Dumbriveni (Suceava) paid their deserved respects?.

! The Romanian Parliament (legislative process at the Chamber of Deputies) passed Law no.
238/7 Dec. 2010 regarding the declaration of 15 January as the Romanian Culture Day,
published in the Official Gazzette no. 831/13 Dec. 2010.

2 Organised jointly, but also as separate scientific and cultural events, the proceedings of 25-
26 May were opened with a festive assembly held in the auditorium of the high Forum of
science and culture. The great departed was evoked by Ioan Aurel Pop, president of the
Romanian Academy, Thierry de Montbrial, member of the Academy of Moral and Political
Sciences (France), Academician Mircea Martin, honorary member of the Romanian
Academy, His Eminence Ioan Robu, academician, honorary member of the Romanian
Academy, Lucian Romascanu, Minister of Culture, Prof. Dr loan Cristescu, director of
MNLR, Ioan Paval, mayor of the commune of Dumbraveni (Suceava). The evocations and
interventions continued at the FNSA headquarters, with such speakers as Jean-Jack
Askenasy, honorary member of the Romanian Academy (Israel), Sorin Alexandrescu,
honorary member of the Romanian Academy, Academician Mihai Cimpoi, Academician
Valeriu Matei, the writer Virgil Tanase (France). Over the course of the two days, “G.

10
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3. On Romanian Language Day, 31 August, under the now well-
known title Eugen Simion 90, the great figure of culture was honoured in
Chisinau (Republic of Moldova) by Romanians from both sides of the Prut
River. Academicians Mihai Cimpoi, Mircea Martin, Valeriu Matei, poet lon
Hadérca and loan Paval, the mayor of Dumbraveni commune (Suceava),
contributed to the event. On that occasion, the monograph Eugen Simion, om
al intregului cultural, written by Mihai Cimpoi and Eugen Simion, Texte
despre Basarabia, edited by the same Mihai Cimpoi, were launched.

4. This year, on 28 and 29 September, the National Foundation for
Science and Art (FNSA), the Romanian Academy, the French Institute, the
French Institute of International Relations, the Royal Academy of Economic
and Financial Sciences - the Institute of Spain, in partnership with Bucharest
City Hall and the National Museum of Romanian Literature (MNLR),
organised the 20" edition of the Symposium Penser L’Europe (Penser
L’Europe, Penser Le Monde. Séminaire dédie a la mémoire du Professeur
Acad. Eugen Simion). The event, held at the FNSA headquarters, focused on
the man who was the soul of these meetings, Academician Eugen Simion,
who, together with Thierry de Montbrial and Academician Maya Simionescu,
launched the vast project Si gdandim Europa (Penser I’Europe)’.

Calinescu” Institute of Literary History and Theory organised Colocviul Eugen Simion —
modelele criticii literare, with international participation, during which the forty reports were
delivered by professors and researchers from major university centres (Bucharest, Cluj, lasi)
and from abroad (University of Calabria, Italy). Sala de lectura “Eugen Simion” (“Eugen
Simion” Reading Room) was inaugurated at the Academy Library. The materials available
to readers (usual library) come from Eugen Simion’s personal library, with volumes donated
by his daughter, Prof. Dr Mihaela Constantinescu from the University of Bucharest. The
journal “Caiete critice”, whose founding director was Eugen Simion, devoted a 180-page
triple issue to him. On 15 June 2023, the scholar’s figure was the theme of the Colloquia
organised at the “Eugen Simion” Cultural Centre in Dumbraveni.

3 Professor Eugen Simion believed that the duty of the prominent intellectuals of this country is
to meditate on Romania’s advances towards Europe, a tradition which gave rise to what the
European friends of the Foundation referred to as “Clubul de la Bucuresti” (‘The Bucharest
Club”). The topics chosen covered issues of morality, metaphysics, reflection and dialogue on the
future of Europe. The large international attendance and the prestige of the invited personalities
turned Penser [’Europe into the most important Romanian academic event. The Club’s annual
meetings gathered academicians and great scholars such as Thierry de Montbrial (France), Jaime

11
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5. To commemorate the one-year anniversary of the departure of
Eugen Simion, the journal DICE (Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe)
dedicates its October issue to him in the form of a commemorative feature.
Other texts, primarily related to the work of the great scholar, are due to
appear in the December issue of RITL (“Revista de Istorie si Teorie
Literard”), which reserves a substantial number of pages for him. The
publication was edited by the Institute led by Acad. Eugen Simion from 2007
until his death on 18 October 2022. Therefore, the events, commemorative
activities and scientific sessions carried out throughout 2023 attest, without
the need for further arguments, to the constant appreciation shown to the great
scholar. In other words, all of the above represents a sum of the
acknowledgements that this “model of existence” called Eugen Simion has
always enjoyed: admiration shown for a life lived with dignity and without
compromises; passion for his work and the spirit that animated it,
exemplifying personal devotion to work and truth®. Among other things,
Professor Simion’s proverbial severity aimed at an aspect invoked in various
contextual situations, concerning our Adamic destiny”, a painful truth on
which we must, once and for all, decide: “The truth is that we must abandon
this tradition, if it is a tradition, and follow the one that teaches us that the
intellectual energies of a nation should not be squandered. Otherwise, as
Maiorescu said in an aphorism that we often repeat but systematically forget,

Gil Aluja (Spain), Geronimo Moscardo (Brazil), Jacques de Decker (Belgium), Jean Askenasy
(Israel), Radivoje Konstantinovic (Serbia), Mohamed Laichoubi (Algeria), Mihai Metzeltin
(Austria), Joaquim Gironella Coll (Spain), Serge Fauchereau and Virgil Tanase (France), Gisele
Vanhese (Italy); among the outstanding personalities of the Romanian Academy and of Romania,
we can mention Academician loan-Aurel Pop, Monsignor Ioan Robu, Academician Razvan
Theodorescu, Academician Alexandru Zub, Prof. Petre Roman, Academician Bogdan
Simionescu, Academician Cristian Hera, Academician Valeriu Ioan Franc and so on.

4 Eugen Simion’s motto was: “I would like people to say about me: here is a man for whom
the truth exists”.

5 “Poets justified our ‘Adamic’ vocation through the metaphysical fibre. We are all of a sudden, right
in the midst of the struggle, possessed by a cosmic idleness and eventually the feeling of uselessness
weighs us down. And then we leave the church walls unfinished until some Negru Voda appears
with a group of crafismen and starts the work all over again” (4nalele Academiei Romdne, 1997
Proiecte fundamentale ale Academiei Romdne (Anexa 2, p. 97.).

12
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‘we will consume the block of marble to make caricatured figures, and we
will no longer have sufficient material or time to free the body of the goddess
from the amorphous matter’, that is, the fundamental work”¢. We cannot find
a more fitting analogy or equivalence, more fully meaningful, for this unjustly
unexpected posthumousness than the Horatian verse: exegi monumentum

aere perennius’.

I1. Some may argue that these carefully chosen moments and events have
had (almost) no relevant echo in the mass media, social media or online
information networks that determine the agenda of our daily lives. The reality is
more complex and unfortunately dramatic, as our media consistently and
regretfully confuse two terms, celebrity® and personality, false and true elites’.

1. Giving almost exclusive priority to events associated with delirium
and sensational incidents that saturate the social space with tragic news or
macabre facts, the public information industries preferentially cultivate
celebrity with the use of Botox-like injections (read: advertising). However,
true celebrity, in the correct understanding of the synonym attributed to this
notion, is on the verge of disappearing. None of the responsible factors in this
vital field of national-scale communication seem to be bothered by the fact
that celebrity is the ephemeral attribute of fleeting audiences and models, as
long as it brings profit. Since the contribution of elites and the status of their
celebrity only represent a factor of prestige, the media has established a
general rule to ignore personalities from the spheres of culture, science,
medicine, economics, whose exceptional accomplishments provide a credible

6 Idem, p. 98.

7 Horatiu, Ode, 111, 30, 1. (i.e., ‘I have built a monument more lasting than bronze”).

8 Celebrity draws attention by bringing to the foreground the luxurious lives, successes/gains
or disappointments of artists, singers, representatives of major sports, people from the fashion
industry or from advertisement, online influencers or other human species, such as the ill-
famed or the ‘book of records’ type of success hunters, all of whom generically referred to
as “stars”.

% In this regard, see the interview given by the Academician Ioan Aurel Pop, president of the
Romanian Academy, to the “Lumina” newspaper, 1 Oct. 2023: “Fard educatie riscam
barbarizarea” (i.e., without education we risk barbarisation).

13
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and, one could say, necessary alternative to the (always dishevelled) image
displayed here.

2. The media show no interest in perpetuating national culture and
identity, in nurturing the literary language and our “image” in front of other
peoples. Far from becoming ephemeral, fungible or airy, the status of elites,
in other words, of personalities, consolidates its position and value in the
immortality of space and time, which might be a good definition of our
national (cultural, artistic, scientific) heritage, with a view towards
universality. Eugen Simion belonged to this category, we repeat, even during
his lifetime, and that is precisely why we considered it necessary to make a
clear distinction between renown and celebrity, the latter being intensively
publicised in today’s acultural society.

3. Eugen Simion’s personality was characterised by a distant but
sunny affability. When he spoke in public, where he was rarely invited, in
radio-cultural and television shows, Eugen Simion’s elitism was displayed
through firm attitudes, never wavering, with the speaker always animated by
an interest in the general welfare. The tone of his discourse was calm and
affable, revealing self-control, punctuated by eloquent pauses, followed by
judgements of a moralising nature that targeted the state of affairs in culture,
society and the politics of our contemporary governors. In his habitual
behaviour, one constant was his fair, impartial judgement, sometimes sharp
but sincere towards the interlocutor. Eugen Simion’s actions and “writing”
left a strong impression everywhere: among collaborators in the institutions
he led and those who had the opportunity to meet him at congresses,
conferences, colloquia and similar gatherings, where they could admire the
clarity of his ideas, the critical judgements and the originality of the assertions
made in his endeavours. The same sentiment was shared by many others,
audiences and spectators from the large anonymous family of literature
lovers, because it was in the pages of his books that they found the favourable
environment for nurturing the most inventive ideas, spreading like travelling
seeds through spores.

14
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III. Numerous examples, gathered from the cultural fields in which
he manifested himself, support this evidence: no fewer than three generations
of students listened to his lectures as a professor, both in the country and
abroad!®, during the half-century he served the Bucharest Alma Mater; the

four volumes of Scriitori romani de azi'!

are equivalent to a history, the first
one of Romanian literature from the period 1944-1989. The volumes of
literary criticism and history written between the 1970 and 1980 include the
great writers in exile (Eliade, Ionescu, Cioran).

1. Eugen Simion was a literary critic and a historian of the highest
prestige'?, a theoretician'®, an editor'#, a creator of literary monographs'> and

t17

anthologies of texts'S, an essayist'’, a memoirist, an author of diaries'®, which

he established among the (literary) genres of biography. His most valuable

10 He was a Romanian language lecturer at the Université Paris IV Sorbonne between 1970
and 1973, and, from 1992, a visiting professor at the Ecole Normale Supérieure de Paris
(Fontenay-aux-Roses). In 1974 he earned a scholarship in the Federal Republic of Germany.
' Scriitori romani de azi, Editura Cartea Roméaneasca, (I — 1974, I1 — 1977, 111 — 1983, IV —
1989); followed by many reissues, the latest one dated 2020, printed by Cartea Roméaneasca
as well; Dimineata poetilor (1980, 1996, 1998, 2000); Secolul al XIX-lea in doi chibzuiti si
un vizionar mistic: Nicolae Balcescu, Mihail Kogalniceanu, lon Ghica (2020).

12 He was a five-time winner of the literary criticism prize awarded by Uniunea Scriitorilor
(Writers’ Union).

13 Intoarcerea autorului (1981, 1993, 2005); Genurile biograficului, (2002, 2006); Fictiunea
Jurnalului intim, (I-111, 2001).

14 Mihai Eminescu, Prozd literard (1964, in collaboration with Flora Suteu), Mihai Eminescu,
Poezii (1991), E. Lovinescu, Scrieri, vol. I-IX (1969-1982), Lucian Blaga, Ce aude unicornul
(1975), Mircea Eliade, Proza fantastica, vol. I-V (1991-1992), Tudor Vianu, Cunoasterea de sine,
(1997, 2000), G. Calinescu, Fals jurnal, 1999, Nichita Stanescu, Opere (2002).

15 Eugen Lovinescu, scepticul mantuit (1971), Posteritatea critici a lui Lovinescu (Tracus
Arte, 2017), Mircea Eliade, un spirit al amplitudinii (1994, 2001), Mircea Eliade, nodurile
si semnele prozei (2005), Tanarul Eugen lonescu (2006, 2009), lon Creanga, cruzimile unui
moralist jovial (2011), Cioran, o mitologie a desavarsirilor (2014), Alexandru Odobescu.
Un romantic erudit §i anxios, iubitor de reverie clasicizante (2022).

16 Portretul scriitorului indrdagostit. Marin Preda (2010), Recurs la naturd, 2022.

'7 Moartea Iui Mercutio (1993), Fragmente critice (8 vol. 1997 - 2000, 2022), Recurs la
natura (2022).

BTimpul tréirii, timpul marturisirii. Jurnal parizian, 1977 (ed. a VII-a, def. 2019), Sfidarea
retoricii. Jurnal german, 1986 (ed. a 1l-a, def. 2019), Un jurnal intim de acum patru decenii
(Jurnal danez) (Caiete critice”, nr.-ele 11, 12 (2008) - 1-3, 4 (2009).
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contributions in the fields of literary theory and criticism have been translated
into other cultures'.

2. Last but not least, he was a coordinator of school textbooks, a
coordinator and a preface writer of editions?’, an architect of international
events. The Penser [’Europe and Pleiade Collection are cogent certifications
and so are other major projects (Dictionarul general al literaturii romdne
(DGLR), Cronologia vietii literare romanesti 1944-2012 (CVLR), Caietele
Eminescu, see note 12 infra), initiated by the great late professor. Eugen
Simion’s work is so vast that many wonder when the Professor ever found
the time to create it. The answer was given on one of his anniversaries, when
he stated: “Every day I do a lot of things, all of which come down to one:

"’

literature!”. When choosing the topics of the first International Colloquium®*!

9 Imagination and Meaning. The Scholarly and Literary Worlds of Mircea Eliade (The
Seaburg Press, New York, 1982, co-author), Elmények kora, vallomdsok kora. Parizsi naplé
(1983), Die Mitte der Welt: Aufsditze zu Mircea Eliade (Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Verlag,
Frankfurt am Main, 1984, co-author), The Return of the Author (Northwestern University
Press, Evanston, Illinois, SUA, 1996), Le Retour de [’Auteur (L’ Ancrier Editeur, France,
1996), Mircea Eliade: A Spirit of Amplitude (East European Monographs, Boulder,
Distributed by Columbia University Press, New York, 2001), Mircea Eliade, romancier
(Editions Oxus, Paris, 2004), Umoranje demon teorije (Apostrof-Rading, Belgrad, 2004), Le
Jeune Eugene lonesco (Editions L’Harmattan, Paris, 2013), Cioran, une mythologie de [ 'inachevé
(Editions Le Soupirail, Paris, 2016), Rumunski Egzistencijalizam (Filip Visnjic, Belgrad, 2016),
Mladi Eugen Ionesko (Novi SAD, Serbia, 2018), Cioran (Novi SAD, Serbia, 2019).

20 Coordinator of the Opere fundamentale, in Pléiade format. Launched in 2000, this
collection currently includes 300 volumes (complete critical editions by Romanian writers).
To an overwhelming extent, the introductory studies, prefaces etc. to these volumes are
signed by Eugen Simion; coordinator and partly author of Dictionarul General al Literaturii
Romdne (1% edition vol. I-VII, 2" edition, revised, enlarged and updated I-VIII vol.),
compiled by the institutes of research of the Romanian Academy; coordinator of the project
regarding the complete facsimile reproduction of Mihai Eminescu’s Manuscripts (2004-
2009, 38 vol.); coordinator of Cronologia vietii literare romdnesti (1944-2012) 60 volumes
published so far, printed by CVLR 2001-2012); coordinator and partly author of the
Enciclopedia literaturii romane vechi, Bucuresti, 2018; coordinator of the Project Caietele
(manuscrisele) Eminescu (38 facsimile volumes).

2l The Colloquium Eugen Simion-modelele criticii romdnesti, 25-26 May 2023, organised
by the “G. Calinescu” Institute of Literary History and Theory in partnership with the
Romanian Academy, the Philology and Literature Department, The Publishing House of
the Romanian Academy, The Romanian Academy Library and the “Eugen Simion”
Cultural Centre (Dumbraveni).
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dedicated to the personality of the great man of culture, it was necessary to
abandon some of the thematic areas that were among his constant concerns.
These are to be the subjects of future Colloguia, which will take place every
two years.

IV. The critical reception of Eugen Simion’s work also contains a
plethora of references, among which an expressive “word self-portrait” stands
out, emerging from the strokes of his 3,000 articles, reviews and critiques that
bear his signature. From within them, as well as from his published work, one
can see the unmistakable portrait of this personality coming out. In addition
to the images in the “mirror” of the Parisian, Berlin and Danish Journals,
several tens of thousands of pages with Journal entries - known only very
little and fragmentarily (therefore, not yet integrated into the metabolism of
our literary life!) - are eagerly expected by the literati, who show signs of
being unable to contain their curiosity.

V. In addition to the above, which is but natural in this respect, several
monographs®> and homage volumes®® were published during Eugen Simion’s
lifetime, ranging from the one written by Andrei Grigor to the impressive
tome signed by Mari Diaconu. It is no wonder that, even during his lifetime,
a statue was erected in the town of Dumbraveni, where, in 2019, the Eugen
Simion Cultural Centre was inaugurated. The merits are real and gather, to a
not insignificant extent, reactions of hostility (envy, pleasure in seeking flaws,
the cruelty of competition in the post-communist cultural space, the interest
in standing out by attacking someone of great stature, personal medical issues,

22 Andrei Grigor, Eugen Simion (2000), Eugen Simion: Vertical intr-o lume agitatd
(Chisinau, 2005), Vida Marinescu: Eugen Simion sau excelenta spiritului critic, I-11 (2009),
Dictionarul general al literaturii romdne (2007, 2020), Mihai Cimpoi, Modelul de existenta
Eugen Simion (2013), Marin Diaconu, Fugen Simion — profil spiritual (2014).

2 Manual de trudire a cuvantului: Eugen Simion 70 ( ed. Nicolae Iliescu, 2003), Eugen
Simion °75 (ed. Lucian Chisu, Mircia Dumitrescu, 2008), Eugen Simion ’80 (ed. Lucian
Chisu, Gheorghe Chivu, Andrei Grigor, 2013), Eugen Simion. La ceasul implinirilor supreme
(Ed. Tracus Arte, 2018).
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post-communist slandering of all kinds, and, hard to believe, the injustice of
laws or the sometimes abortion of justice in the society we live in).

1. The cultural contributions and the value of his scientific works were
widely recognised not only in the country but also abroad. He was a member
of numerous scientific and cultural forums: the Academy of Moral and
Political Sciences of France, the Academy of Athens, the Royal European
Academy of Doctors in Barcelona (Spain), the Academy of Sciences of
Moldova, the European Academy (London) and the Academy of Science and
Art of Serbia. Among the numerous distinctions he received, we shall only
mention the following: The National Order of the “Star of Romania” in the
rank of “Grand Cross”; the Legion of Honour of France, in the rank of Officer;
the Brazilian Order of “The Southern Cross”; the Gold Medal offered by the
President of the Republic of Serbia.

VI. His merits, unanimously recognised in the field of literature and
culture, are extended with those of a high-ranking government official who
held public office. A topic like Eugen Simion la Academia Romdna (‘Eugen
Simion at the Romanian Academy’) is currently absent from the approaches
of contemporaries. Initially, we thought that investigating this new field of
activity would keep us close to the paths already frequented - literary history
and criticism, biographism - but these represent only a small part of the
content of the Annals of the Romanian Academy, in which the major events
organised or sponsored by the Romanian Academy are recorded day by day.
The presence of the Professor among those considered immortal (through
their work in their field of activity) was not purely decorative but, rather, left
“traces” in history, with many direct consequences in the life of the highest
scientific and cultural institution of the country. The extent of Professor
Eugen Simion’s activity, in his capacity as an academician, then as the head
of the Department of Philology and Literature, as the vice-president of the
Romanian Academy, a role changed for two and a half terms into that of
president of the high institution, could constitute the occasion for an extensive
study entitled Eugen Simion — om al faptei (‘Eugen Simion - a man of action’).
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VII. One final precaution: in the view of the foregoing, it is possible
for the future reader to identify me as one of Professor Simion’s zealots. |
assure you as of now that this is not the case. My relationship with Professor
Eugen Simion was far from smooth, on the contrary, it began almost as a
conflictual one and, over the course of more than three decades, alongside
numerous opportunities for intellectual satisfaction, it had its moments of
tension, which does not prevent me from evoking his exceptional cultural
“gifts” and paying this sincere homage to him.
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Abstract:

The aim of this study is to examine the theme of “cultural heritage” in the
light of Eugen Simion’s work (1965-1971). Although this intellectual coordinate was
promoted by the ideologues of the communist regime, it was approached in an
aesthetic manner by the growing literary criticism of that period. Our main
contribution is to observe how the public discourse changed because of the political
interferences from the “socialist democracy” program. We will try to explain the
strategies through which ideology functioned as Procrustean bed to literary criticism,
focusing on the case of E. Lovinescu’s work, which became one of the central points
of debate, thanks to a certain relaxation of the political control. Throughout the
research, we will propose a few answers about E. Lovinescu’s status in the general
context of those years.

Keywords:

Cultural heritage, communist ideology, aesthetic values, E. Lovinescu, G.
Cilinescu, Eugen Simion.
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This article represents an attempt to analyse the theme of “cultural
heritage” in the work of Eugen Simion (1965-1971). The theme itself was
proposed by the ideologues of the communist regime but it was approached
in an aesthetic manner by the ingravescent literary criticism of the time. I
have compared this dispute to a polygon whose sides were adjusted during
Romania’s “socialist democracy” era. I will try to explain the mechanism
through which ideology functioned as Procrustean bed to literary criticism,
focusing on the case of E. Lovinescu’s work, which returned to the centre of
attention, thanks to a certain relaxation of the political control. Throughout
the research, I will attempt to answer the following question: which aspects
of E. Lovinescu’s public image corresponded to the reality of those years?

One readily available answer would be that he, as an intellectual who
served the library until his death, upheld the dignity of literary criticism as a
legitimate occupation: “In conclusion, being a critic is not the pursuit of
people without any other serious occupation, of unsuccessful artists”!. This
sentence demonstrates a contradictory opinion to that of G. Calinescu which,
over time, became popular through high school or even university education?.
The argument can be analysed on several levels. Therefore, we will only focus
on isolating one plea pro domo sua. E. Lovinescu strived, even in the most
delicate and private moments towards the end of his life, to protect the civic
status of the activity he had pursued selflessly, without any material gain, and
which was, therefore, invaluable:

“I am a critic, nothing more, nothing less. I use the materials gathered and
published by others to build something. From the clay and water they provide, I try

1“E. Lovinescu, 1969, Cariera mea de critic [a radio lecture held on February 3, 1942, as part
of the “Confessions about My Career” series], in Scrieri. 1. Critice , Edition and Introductory
Study by Eugen Simion, Bucharest: Editura pentru Literatura, p. 508.

2 “If he cannot be a good artist himself, the critic must at least fail in as many genres as
possible. Failure is an active participation in the creative process, a guarantee of
comprehensibility. The critic who has never written a verse in his life, and even takes pride
in it, who has never attempted to write a short story or a novel, is a false critic, a doctor, a
professor”. Tehnica criticei §i a istoriei literare [1938], in: G. Calinescu, Opere. Publicistica.
111, (1936-1938), Coordinated Edition by Nicolae Mecu, edited test, notes, and comments by
Alexandra Ciocarlie, Magdalena Dragu, Nicolac Mecu, Oana Soare, and Pavel Tugui,
Preface by Eugen Simion, Bucharest, Romanian Academy, Fundatia Nationald pentru Stiinta
si Artd, Muzeul National al Literaturii Roméane, 2007, pp. 1361-1362).
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to shape living people, animated portraits, and - in this case - to establish
relationships between them in order to create the atmosphere of «Junimeay...; As a
matter of fact, all the information is subject to my own critical analysis™.

His architectural vocation focused on durability and against the
fragility of one’s own existence accompanied him without interruption, so
much so that it would have been appropriate for him to declaim or adopt as
his personal motto the first verse of Horace’s Ode XXX: ,Exegi
monumentum aere perennius”. G. Calinescu also shaped enduring things but
he grew weary of portraying a different intellectual persona®, remaining
faithful to himself even during the “people’s democracy” period (1948-
1965)°. The dramatic tone of Lovinescu’s testimony included in the preface
to the second volume of 7. Maiorescu si contemporanii [ui [T. Maiorescu and
his contemporaries] primarily comes from the biographical detail that this
book was published posthumously, in 1944. Secondly, the year 1944
transformed every sector of public life in Romania into an ideological
battleground. It took almost two decades to bring the literary criticism -
artistic creation binary back into focus, by ignoring the constraints of Marxist-
Leninist ideology. In 1964 Tudor Vianu passed away (May 21), followed by
Mihai Ralea (August 17). In the same year, Decree 411/1964 granted amnesty

3 E. Lovinescu, T. Maiorescu §i contemporanii lui [vol. 11, 1944, posthumous], in Ciclul
Jjunimist. II. T. Maiorescu si contemporanii lui, P.P. Carp, critic literar si literat, T.
Maiorescu si posteritatea lui critica, Edition Coordinated by Nicolae Mecu, edited text,
notes, and comments by Alexandra Ciocarlie, Alexandru Farcas, Nicolae Mecu, and Daciana
Vladoiu, Introduction by Eugen Simion, Bucharest, Romanian Academy, Fundatia Nationala
pentru Stiinta si Artd, Muzeul National al Literaturii Romane, 2018, p. 357.

““For those who know us closely, we are not a failed writerwho turns to criticism and, in old
age, takes up novels and poetry, but a writer with a leaning (whether talented or not) toward
lyricism and epic construction, who also writes literary reviews, much like Mr. Perpessicius”
(G. Calinescu, Eusebius Camilar, P. Stati, Al. Dima, Lucia Demetrius, Perpessicius, si
Stanicd, in Viata romaneascad, Year XXX, No. 7, July 1938, quoted in the aforementioned
source, p. 1493).

5 But I am not a professional critic; 1 lack the vocation for this genre, although I probably
have the critical spirit” (G. Calinescu, Critique and Creation, in Viata romaneasca, XI, No.
4, April 1958, quoted in Opere. Publicistica, Vol. IX [1958-1959], Coordinated Edition by
Nicolae Mecu, edited text, notes, and comments by Alexandra Ciocarlie, Alexandru Farcas,
Nicolae Mecu, Pavel Tugui, Daciana Vladoiu, Preface by Eugen Simion, Bucharest,
Romanian Academy, Fundatia Nationala pentru Stiintd si Arta, 2010, pp. 107-108).
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to a significant number of prisoners who had been incarcerated for what the
regime considered offenses of opinion (philosophical, religious, partisan,
etc.) or for being part of various movements contesting the “dictatorship of
the proletariat”. G. Cilinescu and the first secretary of the Romanian
Communist Party (P.C.R.), Gheorghe Georghiu-Dej, passed away in the first
part of 1965. The former on March 12, the latter on 19 March. These were
symbolic losses. The public space had lost two of its key actors. Literary
criticism, literary history, and literary theory were experiencing a crisis of
authority. The encyclopaedic intellectual endowed with providential
attributes had disappeared. Without delving further into the repression and
privations suffered especially by Vladimir Streinu and the marginalization of
Serban Cioculescu, it should be noted that G. Calinescu was the most
prominent figure of the 1956-1965 period, thanks to his weekly column in the
magazine Contemporanul [The Contemporary] (“The Optimist’s
Chronicle”). There, he managed to display anti-dogmatic attitudes,
demonstrate lexical and associative imagination, show the ability to integrate
works into a typological series, and illustrate richness of information.
However, perhaps above all, his creative spirit had gained an intangible aura
through his imposing work Istoria literaturii romane de la origini pana in
prezent [The History of Romanian Literature from Its Origins to the Present]
(1941), which was only available in its first edition, printed by one of those
nomina odiosa for the communists: the Publishing House of the Royal
Foundation for Literature and Art.

Alongside “directional criticism”°, which we will revisit in a different
section of this article, the term “comprehensive criticism™’ was one of the

®See the proposed systematization by Andrei Terian: “As long as literature functioned as a
refraction of society, all Romanian critics supported their own literary 'directions' through
works of socio-cultural orientation: Maiorescu through In contra directiei de astdizi...[in
cultura romdnd], Gherea through studies on 'deceptionism,' lorga through his actual
historical works, Ibrdileanu through Spiritul critic in cultura romaneasca , Lovinescu through
Istoria civilizatiei romdne moderne s.a.m.d” (Teorii, metode si strategii de lecturd in critica
si istoriografia literarda romdneasca de la T. Maiorescu la E. Lovinescu: o abordare
comparatistd, Bucharest: Muzeul National al Literaturii Romane, 2013, p. 48).

7 “An opus is defined by its characteristics, and a writer by the characteristics of all their
works. The study of these characteristics is aesthetic criticism. For this, aesthetics is
sufficient. The cause of aesthetics lies in the psychology of the writer; therefore, if we want
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clichés promoted by ideology representatives. By the Ninth Congress of the
Romanian Communist Party (P.C.R.), in July 1965, “socialist democracy”
had relaxed to allow for the emergence of a movement that reintroduced
certain aspects that had been forcibly removed from the sphere of current
reception. Some of the writers who were about to receive sustained editorial
attention were, in fact, landmarks of the cultural landscape. While G.
Calinescu, T. Vianu, and Mihai Ralea had the right to sign their own works,
it was not self-evident that they enjoyed privileges. Intellectuals, despite some
concessions, were viewed by the authorities as “temporary comrades® as
members of a social stratum, not a class, unlike the working class or the
peasantry. This was proven by the fact that G. Calinescu and Mihai Ralea
were only accepted into the Romanian Workers’ Party (P.M.R.) in 1962, after
the “collectivization campaign” had been declared “completed”:

“The recent surge in historiography and literary criticism in our country,
aimed at filling in the gaps and continuously improving the scientific re-evaluation
of our entire literary heritage, naturally leads literary historians to study perhaps
the most neglected aspect of the past: the formation and development of literary
ideology, the history of Romanian literary theory and criticism. It is easy to see that
very little work has been done in this area of Romanian literary history and it was
done unsystematically, without continuity, and without an overarching vision.”®

The assessment of so-called successes or achievements, entirely
assumed by the state, was followed by a long series of discussions — some
cordial, others vehement — about the status of literary criticism in Romanian
culture. Circumstances meant that the discussions included even the most
challenging issues of the interwar period, such as the inseparable connection

to delve into the cause, we must engage in psychology. In turn, the cause of the writer's
psychology lies in their heredity and the environment in which they developed. So, if we
want to delve into this cause as well, we will study the writer's biography and the environment
in which they lived. Only now, through the study of the environment, do we reach sociology.
All these activities form the comprehensive criticism of a writer” (G. Ibrdileanu,
Complectari, in Viata romaneasca, Year XVII, No. 4, April 1925, quoted in Works. V.
Publicistica (1918-1933), Edited by Victor Durnea and Léacramioara Chihaia, Introduction
by Eugen Simion, Romanian Academy, Fundatia Nationala pentru Stiinta si Arta, Muzeul
National al Literaturii Romane, 2020, pp. 742-743).

8 George Ivascu, Inceputurile criticii literare romdnesti, in: Viata roméneascd, year XVIII,
no. 4, April 1965, p. 58.
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with the concept of creation. In this respect, E. Lovinescu and G. Calinescu’s
views were similar to an extent, but also contradicted each other. In the debate
organized by the Steaua [The Star] magazine (issue no. 12/1965)°, Eugen
Simion oscillated between these masters, agreeing with E. Lovinescu on a
fundamental question:

“However, [criticism] can also live through its own expression. Lovinescu
and G. Calinescu create, in criticism, a literature of ideas. Lovinescu’s Memoirs and
G. Calinescu’s History of Romanian Literature can give an idea of the high spirit

and expression of this genre, which some are inclined to consider very facile.” '°

It is common knowledge that G. Calinescu intended to distinguish
himself as much as possible from E. Lovinescu. The style of the interwar period
continued during socialist realism when the former could neither defend himself
nor have an intellectual defending him.!! In the context of the control imposed
on literary creativity, these attacks subordinated literary criticism'2. In 1965,
Eugen Simion had not yet come to avoid official language, but he benefited from
the change in the tone of the ruling party, which gave him the courage to make
forthright statements at the end of that year:

“Marxist criticism is comprehensive criticism: it operates with multiple
criteria and views the literary phenomenon from various perspectives. G. Ibrdileanu
used the notion of comprehensive criticism in the sense of sociological and

° Critica si creatie, in: Steaua, XVI, no. 12 (191), December 1965, pp. 44-63. They
participated in discussions in the order of the publication of their responses: Vladimir Streinu,
Al. Dima, Paul Georgescu, Adrian Marino, D. Micu, N. Manolescu, Eugen Simion, L.
Baconsky, V. Felea, and Mircea Tomus. These were the questions posed by Aurel Rau: 1)
Do you consider literary criticism a form of “creation,” and for what reasons?; 2) If you
define literary criticism as “creation,” what is the specificity and “technique” of this creation
in your view?; 3) What does the creative personality of the critic consist of?; 4) What are the
causes and conditions that can stimulate or hinder the creative activity of our current critics?
10 Eugen Simion, in Steaua, nr. 12, 1965, p. 55.

1“Can I afford to play the frivolous game of creating a work of morality and literature based
on ongoing existences? E. Lovinescu attempted this and he couldn't help but make mistakes.”
(G. Calinescu, Critica si creatie, in Viata romdneasca, X1, no. 4, April1958, apud Opere.
Publicistica, vol. IX (1958-1959), p. 108).

12 “In the beginning, many on saw that socialist art promotes a tendency, with a pronounced
educational character, and therefore, the artistic aspect takes a back seat, with ideology
remaining essential.” (Idem, La 15 ani, in Studii si cercetari de istorie literara si folclor, year
VIII, no. 1-2, 1959, apud op. cit., p. 987).

26



Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe

psychological criticism. For us, the condition of comprehensive criticism
presupposes a harmonization of all criteria, from the ideological to the stylistic,
under the decisive banner of aesthetics.”"

These statements were meant, among other things, to mobilize all
those interested in reviving the names of those who suffered from damnatio
memoriae due to their lack of adherence to Russian civilization, to the
dialectical and scientific materialism, and to the USSR totalitarianism. It is
true that in his report, the General Secretary of the Romanian Communist
Party, Nicolae Ceausescu, did not make any reference to literature’s
obligation not to deviate from the Marxist-Leninist line. Furthermore, instead
of imposing a certain creative mechanism, the dictator emphasized the need
to illustrate “a profound socialist humanism,”!* while also insisting on the
specific individual traits of each creative personality, thus opening up a
generous space for exchange of opinions: “any tendencies of exclusivism or
rigidity manifested in this field must be eliminated.”!®> Through the voice of
its representative, the regime decreed the end of state literature, suggesting
that it would allow for debates to take place, while continuing its strategy of
purging undesirable elements through an extensive press campaign, as had
unfortunately happened to Tudor Arghezi. We can even say that Nicolae
Ceausescu’s statements provide the ground for literary criticism to emerge
from under the cloak of ideology imposed by the Party-State. On the other
hand, the statement made by the leader of the Romanian Communist Party
justifies Eugen Negrici’s choice:

“It is pointless to consider an allegedly natural literary process since it has
evolved from one plenary session to another and from one political act to another
(internal political acts of the PMR/PCR or external acts of the CPSU) .1

The possibility of maintaining a dialogue among various literary
adversaries was, therefore, a struggle for anyone striving to justify a creative

13 Eugen Simion, in: Steaua, no. 12, 1965, p. 55.

14 Ninth Congress of the Romanian Communist Party, Bucuresti, Editura Politicd, 1965,
cap. VIII. 6, p. 846.

15 Ibidem, pp. 846-847.

16 Eugen Negrici, luziile literaturii romdne, Bucuresti, Editura Cartea Romaneasca, 2008,
pp- 129-130.
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conception liberated from the constraints of the context. The incorporation of
these cardinal points was still just an aspiration when George Ivascu pointed
out the discrepancies in how different editorial projects were started, in 1968.
The setback was obvious and against this backdrop, we understand why E.
Lovinescu could not be repositioned either ideologically or critically. The
type of modernism he had theorized was considered “cosmopolitan” because,
in terms of the progress of civilization and the synchronization of literary art,
it could only have emerged from the influence of Western Europe:

“A beginning - still modest — represented by the way in which literary
criticism and history are harnessed through the volumes in the Minerva collection

by Maiorescu, Gherea, which await editions from their legitimate successors, G.

Ibrdileanu, E. Lovinescu, M. Ralea, G. Calinescu.”"’

Disinformation through the extrapolation of a certain detail was a
daily occurrence in communist media. At that time, the focus was on the
points through which E. Lovinescu accused himself. Self-revision, necessary
in the work of any humanist, synonymous with the path to clarifying one’s
conception, was not seen as a quality between 1965 and 1971. Furthermore,
by consulting E. Lovinescu’s published work (1969-1970), we notice that
reviews, views on literary criticism, and memoirs were tolerated. Istoria
civilizatiei romane moderne [The History of Modern Romanian Civilization]
(I-II1, 1924-1925) was a stumbling block, and Istoria literaturii romdne [The
History of Romanian Literature] (I-IV and VI, 1926-1929) contained some
things that the official doctrine would have distorted. One of these is
impressionism or the impressionist method applied in aesthetic criticism.
When rereading a passage from Istoria literaturii romdne contemporane.
1900-1937 [The History of Contemporary Romanian Literature 1900-1937]
(1937), it strikes me to see how a self-characterization became the subject of
accusation, through sheer ill will:

17 George Ivascu, Constiinta de sine a criticii literare, in Contemporanul, no. 23 (1180), 7
June 1968, p. 1. Actually, Eugen Simion had made it his mission to bring Lovinescu’s work
back into the public eye. (1969-1970): E. Lovinescu, Scrieri. 1. Critice, Eugen Simion,
Bucuresti, Editura pentru Literatura, 1969; Scrieri. 2. Memorii, Eugen Simion, Bucuresti,
Editura pentru Literatura, 1970; Scrieri. 3. Aqua forte; [Anexa], Eugen Simion, Bucuresti,
Editura pentru Literaturd, 1970.
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“All these theories are set forth in extensive arguments in his volumes of
generally recognized architectural order and stylistic clarity. If we add to this
aptitude for lucid expression a tendency toward moral portraiture — we have said
the essential about this critic, who, starting from an ostentatious and minor
scepticism, has come to organize it into a system similar to dogmatism, at the base
of which — more than theory — lies perhaps the aesthetic gesture and, certainly,
professional honesty.”'®

Dogmatism was seen as an uncompromising attitude towards any
attempt to sacrifice the autonomy of aesthetics and it outraged those who,
sheltered by the political regime, reversed the meaning of what E. Lovinescu
considered a guarantee of freedom of opinion. The authorities had all the
means necessary to construct a distorted image. Critical spirit was not limited
by the truth but by the ideological norms imposed by the authorities through
the mechanisms of institutional censorship. Interpreting E. Lovinescu’s
condition during that ingravescent phase in literary criticism in the
impressionist sense of the term, in the foreword to the reissue of the doctoral
thesis he had defended under the guidance of Serban Cioculescu, Eugen
Simion states:

“Lovinescu had barely escaped the ideological quarantine in which he had been
placed after 1944. «Aestheticism» was an ideological peril for the artisans of proletarian
culture and socialist realism, and the autonomy of aesthetics was still considered heresy,
in the mid-1960s, and was systematically resurrected and penalized.”"

Taking into account subsequent events, Eugen Simion’s response in
Steaua [The Star] magazine (No. 12, December 1965) remained isolated,
“avant-garde,” outspoken but lacking any resonance. The critic worked
diligently to promote E. Lovinescu’s model, mentioning it only tangentially
without going into details regarding his vision. The monograph E. Lovinescu,

18 E. Lovinescu, Istoria literaturii romdne contemporane. 1900-1937, in: Opere. II. Istoria literaturii
romane contemporane [1926-1929], Istoria literaturii romdne contemporane. 1900-1937. Edition
coordinated by Nicolaec Mecu, edited text, notes, and comments by Alexandra Ciocarlie, Alexandru
Farcas, Nicolae Mecu si Daciana Vladoiu, Introduction by Eugen Simion, Bucuresti, Academia
Romana, Fundatia Nationald pentru Stiinta si Arta, 2015, p. 581.
19 Bugen Simion, E. Lovinescu, scepticul mantuit, 2nd Edition, reviwed, vol. I, Bucuresti,
Editura ,,Grai si Suflet — Cultura Nationala”, 1996, p. 6.
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scepticul mantuit [E. Lovinescu, the Redeemed Sceptic], puts forth a welcome
proposal for any era: the promotion of dialogue. It is true that impressionism,
prominent in literary reviews, gained authority as it succeeded in establishing
the poetry of the 1960s generation. The concept of “aesthetic centripetism?’
showed that, by drawing a circle around art, Eugen Simion was protecting a
utopian fiefdom, practicing a militant criticism, engaged in parapolitics. E.
Lovinescu’s prophecy about the role of critics confronted with ideological and
political pressures had come true. Despite his illness, he remained at his desk,
writing some of the most significant pages on the Romanian culture, reflecting
on the tragedy of the Second World War and its inevitable dire consequences:

“I will not summarize the struggles of these past forty years in a few lines.
As they have not yet ended,; young critics may, perhaps, face even more hardships
than we did, so it would not be right to complain now. The attacks, the injustice, the
cruelty to the point of annihilation is inherent to the militant mission of the critic;
therefore, we must accept it with resignation, not only from legitimate adversaries
but also from those with whom we fight from the same ideological positions.”'

Eugen Simion’s determination to express the meaning of the phrase
“comprehensive criticism” will help him present E. Lovinescu in symmetry
with G. Ibraileanu, adapting the language of “Sburatorul” literary society
leader to the ideological melange of 1971:

“As there is still a debate today about whether criticism should be partial or
complete, it is worth noting Lovinescu’s consideration for whole criticism, which implies
the existence of two traits and, more than that, the ability to unite them in analysis.”**

Eugen Simion’s ingenious arguments are obviously polemical, if we
analyse them at chronological extremities. If cohabitation with communist

20 Idem, Scepticul mantuit, Bucuresti, Editura Cartea Romaneasca, 1971, p. 218. See also E.
Lovinescu Istoria literaturii romdne contemporane. 1900-1937, in Opere. IL. Istoria literaturii
romdne contemporane [1926-1929], Istoria literaturii romdne contemporane. 1900-1937,2015:
I once referred to the characteristic feature of this type of criticism as impressionism; today, I
would call it aesthetic centripetism, which means moving directly toward the center of the work
of art, toward the creative idea, toward the blueprint of the ancient geometer.”

21 E. Lovinescu, Carierea mea de critic, in op. cit., pp. 512-513.

22 Bugen Simion, Scepticul méntuit, 1971, p. 197. E. Lovinescu talks about whole criticism in:
Mutatia valorilor estetice (1929), cap. VI, last paragraph; in: E. Lovinescu, Opere. II.,2015, p. 364.
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postulates had endured, then any book review would have included at least a
small reverence to the Marxist-Leninist ideology. A talentless poet would
have become a journalist rather than a professional commentator of literary
texts, had he embraced without reservations G. Cilinescu’s thesis from
Tehnica criticei §i a istoriei literare [ The Technique of Criticism and Literary
History]” (see above, footnote 2):

“Thus, criticism is a comprehensive form of creation: it implies vocation,
like any other art, and the most blatant lie is that it can be served by those who fail
in other art genres. I do not believe, frankly speaking, in the possibility” of a failed
writer becoming a critic.”

In a nutshell, by placing himself in the wake of E. Lovinescu, Eugen
Simion had the necessary clarity to protect literary criticism against
accusations of both ideological and literary parasitism. However, remaining
in the aesthetic estuary, literary criticism had reached a predicament. The
pathway to gaining autonomy passed through the terminological mill. Book
review was in need of allies, even if only temporary, in order to justify its role
in a pluralistic system protected by the authorities. A turning point was the
publication of Adrian Marino’s book [Introducere in critica literara
[Introduction to Literary Criticism] in 1968, an event which Eugen Simion
did not let go unnoticed:

“I admit, Introduction to Literary Criticism was satisfying, even if my
preferences may differ. I may have different views on structuralism in literary
criticism, I can bring (and have brought) other arguments in favour of synthetic,
complete, total criticism. No matter how different the understanding of a concept
may be, I cannot help but notice the critic’s spiritual mobility, his creative

intelligence, his great and impressive work ethic.”**

The 1960s generation felt compelled to occupy the vacancies as quickly
as possible. There are several clarifications arising from the combination of

23 Idem, in: Steaua, no. 12, 1965, p. 54. See E. Lovinescu’s confession in Cariera mea de
critic note 1.
24 Critica sinteticd, totald, completd, in Romdnia literard, no. 21, 21 May 1969, ,,Fragmente
critice”, p. 9.
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biological and political causes. This unrest meant the torch was being passed. G.
Calinescu’s words carried the weight of an epochal mission:

“Fach generation creates its own critics, who, even when they make
mistakes, are closer to the heartbeat of their contemporaries, just as they hear more
clearly the pulsations of what has remained alive from the past. If I were a critic, 1

would latch onto them to avoid breaking away from the present, flying too high.”®

Although direct contact with the models was lost, the intention to promote
an organic vision was preserved. We can identify arguments that were fully
adopted by the emerging generation: Eugen Simion, Matei Calinescu, G.
Dimisianu, Vladimir Streinu, Lucian Raicu, and Nicolae Manolescu. G. Calinescu
traced three essential directions: he placed literary criticism in the category of
spiritual creations, freeing it from the sterile subordination to social sciences and
from the determinism of class struggle; he relieved contemporary literature
commentators from the danger of ideological attacks; instead of positioning
himself as the authority, he empowered emerging critics, asking them to analyse
both debut authors as well as writers censored to varying degrees, gathered under
the euphemistic label of “cultural heritage™:

“In what the literary phenomenon is concerned, literary criticism is
generally at its observation post. Control has not passed into the hands of young
critics, with only few exceptions. They continue stylistically in the footsteps of
Lovinescu, G. Calinescu, M. Ralea, T. Vianu, with different talent and possibilities.
Despite being in its early stages their activity has already made its mark both
through their exegesis of classical texts as well as their determination to promote a
young generation of poets and prose writers, who are now universally recognized. |
do not foresee future criticism abandoning the fight against literary mediocrity, in
more explicit and direct forms than before, of fight against the confusion of values.
In my opinion, the consistent demystification action that criticism must carry out will
increase the authority of those who, having the necessary vocation and training, are

25 G. Calinescu, Critica si creatie, in: Viata romdaneascd, X1, no. 4, April 1958, apud Opere.
Publicistica, vol. IX (1958-1959), Edition coordinated by Nicolae Mecu, edited text, notes,
and comments by Alexandra Ciocarlie, Alexandru Farcas, Nicolaec Mecu, Pavel Tugui,
Daciana Vlddoiu, Prefatda de Eugen Simion, Bucuresti, Academia Romana, Fundatia
Nationala pentru Stiinta si Arta, 2010, p. 108.
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able not only to select and promote values but also to create favourable conditions
for the emergence of great literary works.”*

It is worth noting three characteristics from the paragraph quoted
above. In 1965, critics were aware of their actions. So, we must emphasize
the public nature of literary criticism, a profession practiced in the written
press, namely at the epicentre of the media. This probably led to the
conclusion that visibility brings credibility. Professional authority was
influenced by magazines being published at regular intervals and some
authors signing a plethora of articles. Although they were philologists in the
broad sense of the term, literary critics were rather associated with journalists
or cultural journalists. Clearly, this semantic overlap is somewhat forced:

“In my generation, criticism still had a militant character, inherited from
the previous generation and the epic duel between T. Maiorescu and C. Dobrogeanu
Gherea, critics (N. lorga, M. Dragomirescu, G. Ibraileanu, H. Sanielevici, and E.
Lovinescu) fought for certain principles and directives; they established ‘schools’
and magazines. For three decades they clashed ideologically and, as it usually
happens, personally, rallying writers around them, defending them but also exposing
them to various unjust allegations. Today’s criticism has moved beyond the militant
phase; despite the national and social turmoil of the past years, the new generation
of critics (T. Vianu, Perpessicius, Serban Cioculescu, G. Calinescu, Pompiliu
Constantinescu, Vladimir Streinu, M. Sebastian, etc.) has remained in the realm of
pure aesthetics, there are no longer schools, but one school; there are no more

magazines, no more opposing ideological views.

26 Ibidem, p. 56.

27 Ton Velicu, Convorbire cu d. E. Lovinescu. Recolta literard de toamnd, in Curentul.
Magazin literar, seria a Il-a, anul II, nr. 79, 6 octombrie 1940, p. 9. Let's add here the
systematization proposed by Andrei Terian: “As long as literature functioned as a reflection
of society, all Romanian critics supported their own literary 'directions' with the help of socio-
cultural works: Maiorescu through /n contra directiei de astdzi... [in cultura romdnd], Gherea
through studies on 'deceptionism’, lorga through his genuinely historical works.” Ibraileanu
through Spiritul critic in cultura romaneasca, Lovinescu through Istoria civilizatiei romdne
moderne s.a.m.d” (Teorii, metode si strategii de lecturd in critica si istoriografia literara
romdneascad de la T. Maiorescu la E. Lovinescu: o abordare comparatista, Bucuresti: Editura
Muzeului National al Literaturii Romane, 2013, p. 48).
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The inconsistent reception of E. Lovinescu, scepticul mantuit [E.
Lovinescu, The Redeemed Sceptic] (1971) proved even more delicate than
the extra-aesthetic intrusions in literary discussions. For example, Nicolae
Manolescu, the most important literary critic of the time, did not comment on
the book. We might explain the rather reserved tone of the discussion by the
fact that Eugen Simion had left Romania in 1970 and moved to the Sorbonne
(Paris IV) as a professor or Romanian. It would have been a terrible political
mistake, had he remained abroad. He would have been praised nationally but,
after that, the censorship would have eliminated his works from public
libraries and would have forbidden any mentioning of his name and his
professional activity. Despite this atmosphere which we characterize as
“resistance through culture”, as other commentators do, there was a sense of
reticence toward the substantial effort to recover an author who had not been
republished for over 25 years given that the last book signed by E. Lovinescu
was the second volume of 7. Maiorescu si contemporanii lui [T. Maiorescu
and His Contemporaries] (posthumously published thanks to Pompiliu
Constantinescu, Bucharest, Casa Scoalelor, 1944,). Literary critics, regardless
of the inevitable uncertainties and hesitations regarding judgments of value,
respected national interest, their work being akin, mutatis mutandis, to that of
Nicolae Balcescu and Mihail Kogélniceanu to print medieval chronicles.
Even though less than three decades had passed since E. Lovinescu’s was
neglected, Stalinism had created some harmful reflexes, such as the reticence
towards innovation or journalistic superficiality, avoidance of
historiographical contextualization (due to lingering Marxist-Leninist
sociologism), or avoidance of risky topics. E. Lovinescu, The Redeemed
Sceptic was of significant importance, tipping the balance in favour of a
denser rehabilitation of Romanian literature between the Two World Wars.

“The final reviewed version of Opera lui Mihai Eminescu [The Complete
Works of Mihai Eminescu] by G. Calinescu (the best Romanian monograph!) and E.
Lovinescu, The Redeemed Sceptic by Eugen Simion were received in a cold, very
distant, and sometimes downright presumptuous manner (with two notable
exceptions: Valeriu Cristea and G. Dimisianu) which seems revealing of what could
be called the ‘childhood disease of feuilleton criticism’: an excess of ‘essayism,’
‘new criticism,” ‘open readings,’ and ‘validities,” and, above all, a blatant crass lack
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of intuition of immediate realities, of the real, not faked, hyper-synchronized, needs
of current literary criticism and history. [...] What is the real state of Lovinescian
studies? Firstly, there was an (embarrassing) phase of total denial, followed by one
of ambiguous ‘reconsideration,” not without equivocations and gaps (Ileana
Vrancea), and then the first sketch of true aesthetic re-evaluation (I. Negoitescu).
What was still missing was an in-depth, methodical, exhaustively oriented
exploration of the complete works of E. Lovinescu. This is what Eugen Simion does
(and succeeds in). Someone had to come to describe and organize, to carefully and
meticulously explore and catalogue a very extensive and controversial body of work
and critical activity. This led to Simion’s insistent, applied, and meticulous style
which irritated some of the reviewers, who can only tolerate ‘essays’ and ‘open
readings’ nowadays. Eugen Simion analysed a vast amount of work and has given
us the most complete and solid study about Lovinescu to date, a true index of issues
and themes. This is no small feat. His monograph paves the way for future synthesis,
which, liberated from the weight of basic documentary investigation, will soar.””*

Adrian Marino saw E. Lovinescu, scepticul mantuit [E. Lovinescu,
The Redeemed Sceptic] as a rite of passage for a disoriented culture, which
lacked a conclusive map, despite its search for stable reference points. We
could say that the reviewers of this book were surprised by the scope of the
subject of study, lacking Eugen Simion’s comprehensive perspective.
Through the laborious dimensions of this study, the author implicitly
illustrated the difference between a conscientious reading consistent with the
axiom of the autonomy of aesthetic value and a reading inclined towards
system-building. Adrian Marino argued that withdrawing into the “literary
review” formula, devoid of the prestige of being placed within an
evolutionary sketch, disadvantaged projects with broader scope. Tacitly, this
observation was addressed to Eugen Simion himself, who practiced this
concise genre, confined to a few columns or even half a page in a newspaper.
At the same time, these accusations could potentially undermine one of the
strong arguments for the posthumous but essential role played by E.
Lovinescu in refreshing the attitude towards literary art and the conscience of
criticism. E. Lovinescu had elevated book reviewing to the level of a

28 Adrian Marino, Etape necesare, in: Romdnia literard, nr. 26, 24 iunie 1971, p. 18.
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discipline that ordered values. During the second world war, his disciples,
those whom he grouped into the “third post-Maiorescu generation,”
dedicating an entire chapter to them in 7. Maiorescu si posteritatea lui critica
[T. Maiorescu and His Critical Posterity]** had turned “criticism into a
profession of public utility.”** But it was precisely this image with a strong
media impact that threatened the autonomy of this activity, transposed into a
method of educating the public. This is where Eugen Simion perfectly
captures the essence of his great model, implicitly highlighting the fact that
his actions cannot be repeated in the socialist present:

“In essence, the influencer of modernism is a critic who judges literary work
first as ideology and then as aesthetic value. He is the last great directional critic
in the Maiorescu tradition.”!

The emphasis in the text belongs to the author. By invoking
Maiorescu, Eugen Simion was probably also referring to E. Lovinescu’s
conclusion in his 7. Maiorescu monograph (2 volumes, 1940), in which he
pointed out the idea that the figure of the “mentor” characterised cultures in
their infancy. This situation had become anachronistic. Instead, the need
initiated by T. Maiorescu to separate literature from false patriotism remained
relevant. The initiative to recover the “cultural heritage” had started from an
ideological impulse, masked by a pseudo-spirit of respect for national interest. The
type of literary criticism conducted by Eugen Simion between 1965 and 1971
detached itself from any political “directive,” proved to be militant in the spirit of
respect for literary truth, and aimed to recover the great interwar tradition.

2 In alphabetical order as done by E. Lovinescu: G. Calinescu, Serban Cioculescu, Pompiliu
Constantinescu, Perpessicius, Vladimir Streinu, T. Vianu” (7. Maiorescu §i posteritatea Iui
critica [1943], in: E. Lovinescu, Ciclul junimist. II., p. 931).

30 Ibidem, pp. 933-934.

31 Eugen Simion, Semicentenarul ,, Sburdtorului”, in: Romdnia literard, no. 17, 24 aprilie
1969, p. 5. Participants: Serban Cioculescu, Vladimir Streinu, Edgar Papu, Ov. S.
Crohmalniceanu and 1. Negoitescu.
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Abstract:

This article will discuss Infoarcerea Autorului (The Return of the Author),
published for the first time in Communist Romania in 1981, and, after 1990, in
France and the United States, republished in post-Communist Romania in 1993,
2005, and 2013, the fourth edition. The article will try to follow the historical and
cultural background for the volume and its subsequent editions to answer the
question who is the author of the “return of the author”? I will point to the implicit
and explicit dialogue of the 1981 book with other books dealing with the same topic
and perceive their coincidences — with reference to Sean Burke, Dominique
Maingueneau, Antoine Compagnon and Valentine Cunningham. I will focus on one
of the most important and daring ideas of this book (which can be retraced
afterwards, in Reading after Theory by Cunningham): those critics who proclaim the
death of the author have proved to be the most authorial and authoritarian of all.
Within the broader context of author studies, I will outline the characteristic features
of the 1981 book and the actuality of Simion’s critical position.

Keywords:

Author theory, death of the author, return of the author, deconstructivism,
post-theory.

The Return of the Author, by Eugen Simion, was published for the
first time in Communist Romania in 1981, as Intoarcerea Autorului. Eseuri
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despre relatia Autor-Opera’ with Cartea Romaneascd Publishing House, and
afterwards, in abridged editions, in France and the United States in 1995.
After 1989 it was also republished in Romania, in 1993 and 2005, a fourth
edition in 2013 with the afterword of the young critic Andrei Terian.
Retrospectively, probably because of its topic and various contexts it was
published, this book seems destined to revisions, multiple returns and
rereadings. If one rereads the volume in 2023, he or she will find it different,
its hints and rather intuitive assertions on theoretical matters have taken a
stronger hold. In 2013 The Return of the Author by Eugen Simion seemed
excessively non-theoretical, lacking rigor and method, it was too essay-like.
But over the last two decades the genre of Theory evolved and his essayistic,
sometimes narrative, sometimes aesthete and subjective style of Eugen Simion
fits better the genre. Exactly those ideas and suggestions, which at the epoch may
not have resisted on theoretical grounds to the major trends they confronted from
the opposite side, prove nowadays attractive, fertile and time resistant.

My article will briefly explore the historical and cultural context this
book has passed through over four decades and approach the delicate
question: who is the author of the “return of the author” theory, within literary
theory and criticism. On the other hand, I will point to the significance of this
discussion within contemporary context and comment upon the coincidence
of Simion’s opinions expressed in his 1981 book with opinions expressed by
UK and French authors over the last two decades. I will refer to scholars who
tackled the same topic: Irish Séan Burke and French Dominique
Maingueneau, but also the British scholar Valentine Cunningham, who in
2002, in Reading after Theory* launched a sharp criticism against postwar
and contemporary theory preaching in different ways the death of literature
and the death of the author.

' Eugen Simion, 1981, Intoarcerea Autorului. Eseuri despre relatia creator-operd,
Bucuresti: Ed. Cartea Romaneasca.

2 Valentine Cunningham, 2002, Reading after Theory, Oxford: Blackwell Publishing;
Romanian translation by Carmen Musat, 2022, Lectura dupa Teorie, Bucuresti: Tracus Arte.
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The ideas exposed by Eugen Simion in 1981 in his Return of the
Author are daring enough for the epoch, but their author does not make a case
for his cause, he doesn’t open a polemical conversation.

It is clear and perhaps it was also clear for him, at the epoch, that in
the Western part of Europe, at the beginning of the 1980s, especially in
France, there was no public for such a conversation since it would have swum
against the tide. Nevertheless, since the beginning of the 1980s, France has
been the place where the study of the autobiographical genres has got
legitimised, partly because of the efforts of French historian and theorist
Philippe Lejeune. His Autobiographical Pact’, now a classic, first appeared
in 1975 at Seuil, but the efforts of Lejeune to theoretically legitimize the genre
and the study of life writing have received public, academic and institutional
acceptance only late in the 1990s — almost at the same time with the
translation and rapid reception of Lejeune’s books and theories in Romanian
university milieus, around 2000.

At the middle of the 1990s, when Eugen Simion’s book was translated
into English and published in the United States, the book of Séan Burke,
professor at Edinburgh, has already been published, in 1992, in UK. Burke
tackled the problem philosophically and explained through close reading why
the concept of author cannot be abolished and that those who acclaimed the
death of the author were contradicting themselves as they largely used
authorial discourses, a paradox Simion also noticed in 1981. If we switch
focus to France, in 1995 one couldn’t afford to give up the great phantasmas
of New Critique which had been the most successful cultural product ever
exported to America by postwar French theory. When a new wave of French
criticism directing against the gurus of the 1960s-1970s has raised, with the
most prominent figures of Antoine Compagnon (Le Demon de la Théorie,
Seuil, 1998 or Les Antimodernes, Gallimard, 2005) and later with William
Marx, author of L’Adieu a la littérature: Histoire d’une dévalorisation
(XVIlle-XXe siéecle (Edition de Minuit, 2005) and of La Haine de la
Littérature (Minuit, 2015, American edition, The Hatred of Literature, 2018)

3 Philippe Lejeune, 1975, Le Pacte Autobiographique, Paris: Seuil; translated into Romanian
by Irina-Margareta Nistor, 2000, Bucuresti: Ed. Univers.
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these topics seemed radically innovative in France. Who could have dared to
challenge the gods of French Theory before? If we attempt to outline a history
of the concept introduced by Simion in 1981, we should admit that French
and American editions of the Romanian Return of the Author did not appear,
within French and American contexts, at peak times, but in the aftermath of
other successful books on the subject.

Andrei Terian, in the afterword at the Romanian 2013 edition, draws
attention to the fact that famous French Antoine Compagnon, professor at
Sorbonne, opened his university course (in 2013) with the phrase «la mort et
la résurrection de 1’auteur», a coincidence pointing again to the potential of
the 1981 book to resurface within the framework of current debates.

In the Anglo-American world, Irish Séan Burke is considered
nowadays a classic on the subject, with a third revised edition released at
Edinburgh University Press in 2008. When The Death and Return of the
Author first appeared in 1992, it was a success (with enthusiastic reviews in
The Guardian and in Cambridge Quaterly). The main assumptions of the two
are the same: both enhanced the idea of subjectivity and the idea of author,
which had been declared dead by Roland Barthes in 1967. Burke’s criticism
points at the three great French masters of deconstructivism: Barthes,
Foucault and Derrida. In his 1992 book, Burke makes reference also to the
guru of deconstructivism adopted by the United States, namely Paul de Man,
the theorist who demanned man, to quote the term coined by Valentine
Cunningham to describe his major “work”. In 1981 Eugen Simion couldn’t
get access to the books of Paul de Man to grasp the global framework of the
subject, but his criticism, like that of Burke, target exactly the same concepts
and critical methodologies: the deconstruction of subjectivity, the
deconstruction of the relationship between artwork and its author, the
methods of literary criticism adopting the models of linguistic structuralism.
Both Simion and Burke start from the history of their subject: Proust, Valéry,
Mallarmé. Both show that deconstructivist critics who attack the so-called
traditional concepts try to impose their own authority, they praise the absence,
the void in order to push away the texts they discuss and make present only
their own discourse.
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Eugen Simion noticed from the beginning, in the Introduction of the
1981 edition of his book:

“I do not believe I am wrong if I say that some part of the New Criticism
keep on living in a continuous paradox: they get rid of the author, pushing him out
of its work, but this gesture is accompanied by the most energetic form of
authoritanism in the practice of their criticism. Jean Ricardou and all those who
take for granted the death of the author exhibit within and without their texts an
unbearable despotism. And despotism is, as anyone knows, the pathological form
of a personality’s conscience. Sending the author into exile, they set up

tyrannically in the literature whose authorship they contested. It is a paradox that

needs to be deconstructed.”*

We could draw upon this paragraph, both on political and moral
grounds, bearing in mind the Romanian context when these phrases were
published. The moral issues raised by New Criticism are related not only to
their aggression towards literature, but also to their hypocrisy, a situation the
Romanian critic experienced in his native country, in 1981, at all political
levels. Simion could recognize that “despotic” behaviour in criticism, and
even more, the hypocrisy tyranny used to legitimise itself. Writing on such
literary matters in 1981, performing a critique of the New Critique, enabled
the Romanian critic to advance a broader form of moral and political
criticism, soft, but eloquent in its nuances.

Contre Sainte-Proust, the main essay of the book, is the perfect
example of this nuanced criticism, with various meanings, theoretical, moral
and political. Eugen Simion performs a kind of close reading, with large
quotations from the French original. The critic focuses on relevant passages,
paying attention to illuminating details. He sometimes plays with almost
psychoanalytical analysis, and I particularly refer to the figure of the Mother
in a fragment from Proust quoted extensively. What Simion aims to
demonstrate within his commentary on Proust is that Proust himself writing
against Sainte-Beuve somehow takes over Sainte-Beuve, and precisely his
abhorred biographical method. The violence of his criticism against Sainte-

4 Eugen Simion, op.cit., pp. 9-10, my translation.
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Beuve should be questioned, says Simion. When Proust disagrees with the
method of Sainte-Beuve and opposes it virulently, he is defending himself.
Proust tries to keep himself safe from the indiscrete regards of biographers:
“The inner self should not be penetrated, the biographic monster knocking at
the gates constitutes a permanent danger.” The author further discusses the
ambivalent attitude of Proust, his incongruities, with many other examples.
Then, he points to the strange incongruities found in the work of the father of
modern Rhetoric, Paul Valéry — a final moment of calm and ,,peace”, says
Simion, before the restless debates to come.

Simion’s analyses always pay attention to nuances and follow a
sinuous trajectory, they do not make room for an argument or another. Their
non-militant character was identified a decade later, the lack of militantism
being imputed to the Romanian critic by his American editor. Indeed, from a
contemporary perspective, the book lacked a strong position, the necessary
militant stance. But militantism could not find its place in a book built up from
nuances and searching for an alternative possibility. Writing about the
relationship between author and work, Eugen Simion aims to discover a third
option between Sainte-Beuve and Proust, a path to a different hermeneutical and
theoretical discourse. This position gets him very close to contemporary post-
criticism, a new type of criticism saturated by the negations of deconstructivist
theory, trying to surpass the discourse of suspicion, militant aggressivity and the
dematerialization of literature through excessive conceptualizing.

Eugen Simion noticed in 1981 the fact that those who announced the
“death of the author” proved the most “authorial” and authoritarian of all
authors of theory and literary criticism — an opinion shared by the Oxford
professor Valentine Cunningham, in his 2002 book Reading after Theory.
Theory directed against the “author” and against literature managed to exult
the exceptional status of the theorist. How can we read literature after the
excesses of Theory? asks Cunningham, in 2002. How can we read
autobiographical literature and diaries after we have decreed the death of the
author? asked Simion in 1981 and his book put his questions into practice

5 Ibidem, p. 37.
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within a demonstration working with ambivalences and ambiguities, focusing
on the concrete words of the text.

In the past two decades, the topic of The Return of the Author has been
brought into conversation by another French scholar, Dominique
Maingueneau, who published in 2006 a book pretended to be radically
innovative. The title is Contre Saint Proust: Ou la fin de la Littérature (Belin,
Paris, 2006). The coincidence is eloquent, the book of Maingueneau shares
the same title with the initial title of Simion’s book. The Romanian critic
confessed in the preface to the 1981 edition that the volume originally had
title Against Sainte-Proust, but he finally decided to preserve it only for the
most important chapter of the book. They share also the same subject, as the
book of Maingueneau deals with the distinction between the deep and the
social self of the author, a distinction that nurtured many discussions within
New criticism, admits Maingueneau retrospectively, in 2006. It is the main
topic of Eugen Simion’s book published in 1981, unfortunately only in
Romanian, with no echoes abroad.

To put it briefly, the answer to the question “Who is the author of the
Return of the Author?” is: Eugen Simion, in 1981. Even if, in historical terms,
his book had no significance for the epoch, there is a matter of fact: the
courage of a Romanian critic in 1981, an outsider in the European space at
that moment, to discuss, with no inhibitions, the theories of the most
fashionable critics of the moment, Barthes, Foucault, Blanchot, Ricardou s.a.
Eugen Simion reads these authors and touches the delicate zones of their
texts. The materiality of his close reading and analysis fits perfectly the latest
interests in “the materiality” of culture and in the haptic character of texts.
The Return of the Author can be reread and recontextualised from many other
contemporary perspectives: world literature, post-critique, ecology (the
chapter on the “natural” writer Marguerite Yourcenar) or olfactory literature
(the chapter on the “gourmet” gastronomic discourse.).

As a conclusion, The Return of the Author by Eugen Simion formulates,
beyond its criticism, the idea of an eternal return to literature and to the
understanding of literature as a form of life. These essays on the relationship
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between creator and work constitute the discourse of half a critic, half a theorist
who finally defends the cause and existential clause of literature.
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Abstract:

Published in 1981, the book Intoarcerea autorului (‘The Return of the
Author’) is a sharp dialogue conducted by Eugen Simion with the theories
formulated by representatives of the new criticism, especially Roland Barthes,
fashionable in those years with his programmatic study entitled La mort de I’auteur
(1968). In the final part of his work, which Eugen Simion gave an interactive title,
Dialoguri (‘Dialogues’), he anticipates the direction of the novel and poetry of the
1908s, in which textualism and theoretical experimentation competed with lived
experience. It is not only the author of fiction works or intimate journals who returns
to their own text, but the critic himself reveals his existential creed. The result is the
portrait of Eugen Simion as a moralist critic, a critic of nuances, who rejects political
and theoretical fanaticism, advocating for the author’s inner torment to be ignored
when the work is evaluated in terms of value. In the cases exemplified by Eugen
Simion, the “return of the author” must be retrieved from the comments scattered
throughout the critical demonstration.

Keywords:
Author, work, biographeme, existential creed, fanaticism of the method.

Intoarcerea autorului (‘The Return of the Author’) (1981) is the study
of an intellectual from the East who arrived in France in 1970. Confronted
with the delirium of history in his own country, he discovered another
anomaly in the West: the fanaticism of the method practised stubbornly by
the new theoreticians. In an era in which human existence was annihilated
by the ill fortunes of history and freedom of expression was abusively
restricted, the disappearance of the author from their own text appeared to
Eugen Simion as an implausible fact, a gratuitous game in which, for the
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sake of theory, the reflective consciousness, the only “witness” in
validating existence, was sacrificed.

The Romanian critic analyses the theories of well-known writers or
theorists (Marcel Proust, Paul Valéry, Stéphane Mallarmé¢, Jean-Paul Sartre,
Roland Barthes etc.), in which the failure of biographical criticism is declared
and even reaches the point where the death of the author is observed in Roland
Barthes’ essay La mort de [’auteur. Eugen Simion discovers contradictions
and inadvertences in the discourse of the mentioned authors, resulting in the
realisation that regardless of the theorists’ intentions, the author, the “great
exile” from their own city, returns to the text:

“I wrote ‘The Return of the Author’ not to defend biographical criticism
(which can no longer be defended after Proust, Valéry, Barthes and, in general, the
new critics had proven that the deep self is a different entity from the biographical
self), but to prove that: 1) the death of the author is uncertain and, even if removed
from the discussion, the author continues to manifest himself'in his text; 2) the author
himself, as an individual, has responsibilities towards his work and, through his
behaviour, can influence its destiny. For better or worse, at least for a while .

In an essay written between 1908 and 1910 and published
posthumously in 1954, titled Contre Sainte-Beuve, Marcel Proust — Eugen
Simion remarks — distinguishes between the deep self and the social self and
formulates a pertinent criticism of the biographical method. Creation is the
result of a mysterious part of the being that cannot be found in the social
image of the writer. Interpreting a work solely based on the author’s life leads
to ignoring its literary message. Thus, Proust argues, the failure of value
judgements made by Sainte-Beuve regarding the creations of Flaubert, Balzac
and Stendhal, whom he does not perceive as geniuses, can be explained.
Marcel Proust’s observations are correct, the separation from biographical
criticism is necessary, the writer’s inner inferno, anecdotes and character
flaws are irrelevant in the act of criticism, when above all, the work itself
must speak:

! Eugen Simion, 2013, Infoarcerea autorului: eseuri despre relatia creator-operd, pp. 441-442.
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“Proust deals a strong blow to biographical criticism, without being the first
to attempt to separate the work from the author’s civil status. Neither the first nor
the last. His merit is to have drawn attention to the fact that the origin of his work is
elsewhere than in external circumstances, that its roots must be sought in the deep
self of the creator, and that the deep self manifests itself in the work 2.

However, Eugen Simion identifies contradictions in Proust’s
discourse. In his attempt to discredit the French critic, the novelist uses the
same biographical method practised by his enemy. Furthermore, the author
of In Search of Lost Time is tolerant towards certain personalities who commit
the same moral or ethical errors as Sainte-Beuve, while being
uncompromising with the latter, vehemently condemning him. An episode
that increased Proust’s irritation was Baudelaire’s candidacy for the
Academy. Sainte-Beuve published — as Eugen Simion shows — an ambiguous,
unconvincing article about the poet’s creation. Aware of Sainte-Beuve’s
privileged status in the academic world, the French poet did not take into
account that the so-called flatteries of the critic were mostly calumnies and
initiated a series of acknowledgements addressed to Sainte-Beuve.

From the recounted sequence, the interests of both actors can be
observed: Sainte-Beuve values his political relationships, while Baudelaire
wants to become a member of the French Academy. However, as noted by
Eugen Simion, Proust does not judge the two of them based on the same moral
standards. Baudelaire’s deviation from morality and character is mitigated
and becomes excusable due to the poet’s genius, while Sainte-Beuve remains
“la vieille canaille”. For Marcel Proust, Sainte-Beuve is not just a literary
case, but an obsession, a complex, as Eugen Simion claims:

“Translating it into the language of psychoanalysis, we might say that in
Proust there is a small Sainte-Beuve complex based on an obscure feeling of ease
and aggression, or more precisely, the aggression of ease. This issue deserves
examination because, if it is true that only what is repeated has significance, Sainte-

2 Ibidem, p. 35.
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Beuve is, for Proust, more than just a facile critic, he is the symptom (sign) of an

intellectual violence .

Concerned with the rhetoric of the text rather than the depths of the
self, Paul Valéry rejects biographical criticism and believes that the work is a
“daughter of forms”, with the author not influencing its development.
However, the French poet contradicts himself. Referring to Verlaine and
Villon, Paul Valéry argues that they represent special cases, resulting in the
usefulness of biography. According to Valéry, the adventurous life of Villon
and the general public being familiar with it determine the interest in his
creation. The symbolist poet appreciates the efforts made by Villon’s
biographers in reconstructing a tumultuous existence. Delighted by Valéry’s
contradiction, Eugen Simion emphasises the indestructible connection
between the author and his own work:

“A sign that the existence of the man who writes still means something, that
man should not be left infinitely in front of the closed gates of the work. From time
to time, this great exile should be accepted into the imaginary country he has
created. Even if he himself cannot satisfactorily explain it, even if something else has
emerged, something completely different from what he had planned. But let us not

pretend not to see the essential fact that the imaginary country may have been born

against the creator’s will, but not outside his possibilities ™.

A different viewpoint on the author-work relationship belongs to Jean-
Paul Sartre, a precursor of existentialist criticism, who introduces new
concepts into the equation: history, action, freedom, alienation, commitment
etc. In the French philosopher’s view, man is an individuality that relates to
the universal, tends towards totality and inevitably confronts biological and
historical fatalisms. Faced with these, the individual has two weapons:
consciousness and action. For Sartre, as Eugen Simion notes, the issue of man
is inseparable from the condition of the artist. In other words, the writing of
an author reflects their condition in the universe:

3 Ibidem, p. 14.
4 Ibidem, p. 56.
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“Sartre tends, in this way, to restore a lost unity and to give a major sense
to a relationship. He brings the great exile back into the city [...]. Restoration does
not mean, in the language of Sartrean existentialism, the elimination of
contradictions. Unity (restoration) is of the method, not of the object. The Sartrean
creator (man in general) is a knot of vipers. His stability in the world is based on a

dialectic of opposites ™.

A particular case of analysis of the relationship between the work and
the author is proposed by Roland Barthes. The French critic arouses
controversy with his stated ideas: he challenges the positivist method and the
privileged status of the author, theories assiduously practised by French
academics. According to Barthes, writing means transforming the world into
discourse: the text starts from everyday questions and turns them into its own
interrogations. The author goes further with this theory in a 1968 article, La
mort de |’auteur, in which he proclaims the author’s disappearance. However,
Barthes, a critic of nuances, contradicts himself, as demonstrated by Eugen
Simion. In Le Plaisir du texte (1973), the great exile, le Pére, returns to the
printed page but in a new form: through existential flashes that impressed the
French theoretician.

Starting from this discovery, Roland Barthes — as shown by Eugen
Simion — directs his attention towards a new project: creating a structuralist
autobiography composed of “biographemes”, that is, "small meaningful units
that give the image of an author (a body) during reading . As early as 1954,
in Michelet par lui-méme, Barthes wrote a structuralist monograph, which
differs from traditional ones, but which does not exclude the man Michelet.
Barthes aims to discover the “structure of an existence”, i.e., “an organised
network of obsessions” that define the writer’s life and ignore his/her
historical existence.

Nevertheless, the Romanian critic notes that although Barthes tries to
confine the writer’s life to certain themes or obsessions, the moments he
presents coagulate into a narrative thread, and Michelet’s “paper being” is
projected into a socio-cultural context:

5 Ibidem, p. 76.
6 Ibidem, p. 103.
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“Barthes wins the bet: he gives a structure of Michelet’s existence by
reading his work. Perhaps against his will (but it is not certain, Barthes, I repeat,
does not always do what he says), the paper being comes to life. Maybe it is not the
blood of the work that animates it, but the blood of criticism that reads the work’”.

Furthermore, in Roland Barthes par Roland Barthes, the French
theoretician provides a model of structural autobiography. In order to avoid
confession, Barthes uses an impersonal voice, keeping the subject at a
distance. Barthes does not write a history of his existence but selects
existential fragments:

“The shift is facilitated by the fact that Barthes does not write a history of
his life, but proposes an image of his imaginary through cutouts. It is an ergograph
made out of speeches: the discourse of childhood, the mother’s discourse, the
absence of paternal discourse etc. The first images are photographic. Barthes
translates them into scriptural discourse. Here is the image of the town of Bayonne,
where the primordial imaginary of childhood was born™®.

If Roland Barthes defines biography as a chain of biographemes, that
is, essential moments in the lives of personalities, Eugen Simion gives the
term a distinct connotation. In the Romanian critic’s view, the influence of
biography on creation can be identified through biographemes. Motifs,
obsessions, experiences, emotions, and ideas, which marked the writer’s
existence, are reflected in the literary discourse. The role of the critic is to
discover them, without falling into the Beuvean pathos of the biographical
method or into the realm of psychoanalysis, which ostentatiously places
writers on a couch, ignoring their work.

Eugen Simion, a specialist in diary and memoir writing, argues that
the biography of a writer is important because, even if it does not explain the
work, it provides an idea about the person who wrote it. There are individuals
who have a tumultuous existence, full of adventures, but leave no trace of
their passage through life; and there are others who, although they never leave
their place of origin, offer an intriguing biography to those interested. Writers

7 Ibidem, p. 111.
8 Ibidem, p. 112.
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are contemplative spirits, endowed with an inner biography that is reflected
in their creations. In chapters /1. Structura unei existente (‘The structure of an
existence’) and /I1. Strategia criticilor (‘The strategy of critics’) of the study
Intoarcerea autorului, Eugen Simion illustrates how the author — regardless
of their condition: writer or critic — returns to their own text in the form of
biographemes. The works of Jean-Paul Sartre, Malraux, Simone de Beauvoir,
Rousseau, Marin Preda, Mircea Eliade, Roland Barthes, Titu Maiorescu etc.
are commented upon by the Romanian critic by unveiling the biographemes
found in their creations. By far, the most impressive analysis is the one about
the author of the novel Morometii (‘The Morometes’).

Having spent a long period of time in the presence of Marin Preda,
Eugen Simion proves to be knowledgeable about both the work and the man.
However, the critic is not deceived by the anecdotal aspects and does not
reveal details about the novelist’s personal life which are irrelevant to the act
of writing. Eugen Simion listened with interest to Marin Preda’s ideas,
expressed during various friendly or professional meetings, discovered his
way of being, and showed how the ideas and experiences of the novelist came
to life within his work through characters or the narrative discourse. Marin
Preda was a contemplative spirit; he knew how to remain silent and listened
to others. He meditated at length before offering a response, and when he
found a solution to a dilemma, he addressed his conversational partners
naturally and simply, as Eugen Simion recalls:

., ‘What about that matter, sir?’, you would hear him suddenly ask, in the
middle of a conversation... And he would resume the discussion that ended yesterday
or a week ago. The idea became an obsession and the obsession lasted for a certain
period of time. Then it would disappear, and you would find it again, a year or two
later, in the prose writer’s new book. Indeed, now, the idea had been definitively
consumed... It might as well have disappeared...””.

The Romanian critic does not idealise the novelist and does not hide
how he was viewed by some of his contemporaries. The novelist could not
stand snobs and those who despised the writing profession. He showed

® Ibidem, p. 254
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rejection and disdain towards them, but empathised with the common people,
behaving in a civilised and friendly manner. The character of Vintild in Cel
mai iubit dintre pamdnteni (‘The Earth’s Most Beloved Son’) is constructed
starting from the discussion between the novelist and a taxi driver, who would
interrupt the conversation to utter the word “Carnati!” (‘Baloney!’).

Faced with the attacks from fellow writers, Preda proved great self-
control, according to Eugen Simion. The second volume of Morometii (1967)
was met with a vast campaign of rejection. Even though he noticed the
indignation of those who appreciated him, the novelist did not encourage them
to become virulent towards denigrators, but at most to treat them with contempt,
as hatred — an intense feeling — was unworthy of the “petty Poporanist
demagogues”. And yet — the Romanian critic wonders — was Preda a calm,
composed spirit, or rather was he a neurotic spirit, like Sartre, who mastered his
neurosis through the force of conscience and his love for literature?

From a young age, Preda had been confronted with depressive states
and was aware of his own organic fragility. The man Marin Preda did not like
to talk about his health, notes Eugen Simion, but in his work, this theme is
not ignored. Preda confronted two enemies: the “biological dogs” that
threatened his bodily integrity, on the one hand, and the metaphysical
anxieties that particularly concerned the relationship between man and the
inevitability of history, on the other hand.

Unlike other writers, Preda has a philosophy of existence, a particular
way of thinking about man’s relationship with history:

“Preda possesses what not many creators do: a philosophy of existence, that
is, a way of thinking about man and his relationships in the universe. Only in
Sadoveanu do we find a vision of man with such depth and coherence: man seen
from the perspective of the Cosmic. In Preda’s work, man is regarded from the

perspective of History™'°.

The novelist refers, in friendly discussions as well as in his work, to
certain human typologies: the madman, the aggressive primal spirit and the

19 Ibidem, p. 274.
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person with a light on their face. The word bezmetic “madman” recurs in
Preda’s work, and Eugen Simion also hears it in the writer’s oral accounts:

“I have come across it in numerous texts, I heard it frequently in the writer’s
oral accounts. He’s a madman! He would say it about someone, with such
decisiveness in his voice that I was simply astonished. He’s a madman, meaning
there is nothing to be done about him anymore, he is an individual without a mind,
without moral conscience. Nothing good can be expected of him anymore... The
category of madmen is the last, the lowest, on the scale of values of Preda’s prose.
The madmen kill Moromete’s friend Dumitru Ilui Nae, the announcer at the

gatherings in locan’s smithy. The same madmen are those who usurp (in Delirul

“The Delirium’) the will of the masses and push them towards catastrophe™".

The aggressive primal spirit is more dangerous than the madman
because it creates a false morality that it wants to impose on others by force.
Thirsty for power, devoid of moral conscience, the aggressive primal spirit
brings terror, resentment and hatred among people. These creatures — as Preda
confesses in Convorbiri (‘Conversations’) — prove that there are no
boundaries to baseness, betrayal and deception that a person would not cross.

However, the Morometian space is populated not only by lunatics,
fools or aggressive primal spirits, but also by a man with a light on his face.
This man is, according to Marin Preda himself, his father, Tudor Calarasu,
the alter ego of the character Ilie Moromete. The man who wears a light on
his face is, in Eugen Simion’s opinion, “The man who has access to the state
of contemplation because - as the writer says somewhere — ‘contemplation is
the only way of looking that allows you to truly understand’...”"?.

The last chapter of the study, Dialoguri (‘Dialogues’), recalls the
pleasure of storytelling and the logic of argumentation found in Plato’s
dialogues, while also capturing the return of Eugen Simion’s voice in the text.
In his dual capacity, the voice of the “grumbling” student and that of the
balanced professor, the author of the book Scriitori romani de azi presents his
own ideological creed about the art of literary criticism.

" Ibidem, p. 268.
12 Ibidem, p. 270.
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The student rises against the excess of methodology, whereas the
professor, a classical spirit, adopts an objective tone, analysing both the
advantages and disadvantages that emerged in literature with the onset of the
fanaticism of the method. Every discipline, even literary criticism, should —
as Eugen Simion argues — revise its tools from time to time. In an attempt to
overcome impressionist relativism and the biographical method, structuralist
theorists construct their discourse using a solid, even scientific, theoretical
framework. However, in Eugen Simion’s opinion, criticism is not a science,
even though it engages in dialogue with the scientific fields of the age. In
other words, theorists need to renew the principles of critical discourse, but
method alone is not sufficient in the analysis of literary works; the act of
criticism also requires intuition and good taste:

»Conservative disciplines age and disappear; to survive, they need a
purification of intellectual blood. Criticism is an open discipline, it is neither art nor
pure science, and the dispute between the supporters of the two formulas seems truly
sterile to me: criticism is a discipline of the spirit that moves around a complex
object, full of secrets: the work. Their encounter is essential, it is, [ would say, their
form of existence. [...] That is why I believe that the substance, corporeality and form
of existence of criticism is analysis, the place where the myths of our discipline (taste,
intuition, method etc.) find justification and fulfilment™".

There are two shortcomings that E. Simion reproaches the structuralist
theorists for: they ignore the totalising nature of the work and fail to observe
what is fundamental in a creation: “man’s experience (existence)”. By
focusing only on one aspect of the work, representatives of the new rhetoric
turn into fragmentary critics and adopt the same aggressive and fanatic spirit
as the positivists:

»The Bonapartists of the new rhetoric make an unbearable noise, their
intolerance is as great and obtuse (regarding literature) as that of the positivist
criticism they combat. With his jacket buttoned up and his smoky glasses firmly on
his nose, Mr. Jean Ricardou (an otherwise insightful intellect) terrorises the
symposiums and conferences he attends. Let us note in passing, a little irony and

13" Ibidem, pp. 401-402.
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more relativism would not hurt him. Literature is not (or, well, should not be) the
paradise of fanaticism!™'.

Other critics, advocates of psychoanalysis, retrieve the author in the
form of complexes, phantasms manifested at the level of the unconscious, but
ignore the creation and conscious scriptural process. Psychocriticism opens the
readers’ eyes to the dark areas of the creator’s life, which may be considered a
success as long as — Eugen Simion argues — the method is used within the limits
of naturalness. The work should not be transformed into a space of the author’s
childhood traumas manifested at the level of the unconscious:

“There is aggression against the work in psychoanalysis, perhaps even
stronger than that against the author, because the work tends, in fact, to disappear
as a self-standing universe, sufficient unto itself, as an act facing a preexisting
reality. [...] Instead of the work, the complexes of the one who wrote it speak, and
instead of the complexes, the analyst who has seized a valuable prey, the work,
speaks at length, coherently, too coherently not to seem suspicious, and devours it

with satisfaction”."

Revolutions in literature are short-lived, although some of their
representatives declare that they reform literary discourse to the core. What
matters, as Eugen Simion points out, is that after any literary movement, one
must analyse — objectively — whether literature has gained anything from
these experiences. Regardless of whether the movement was a success or a
failure, it produces a change in perception among specialists, sensitising the
critical spirit. After the Second World War, the novel was redefined through
a proliferation of adjectives. It concerns two directions:

“The first one [the new novel] (represented by Nathalie Sarraute, Alain
Robbe-Grillet, Michel Buter) speaks of a renewal of forms in continuation of the
epistemological novel and phenomenological realism; the second one (the new
new novel), under the spiritual tyranny of Jean Ricardou, an aesthetician with a

14 Ibidem, pp. 404-405.
15 Ibidem, p. 73.
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Jacobin spirit, considers the novel as a construction game, a process of
‘organising signifiers’.”%

By excess of theory and the desire to renovate, the theorists of the new
novel cancel the identity of the character, even declaring its death (Claude
Ollier’s radio play entitled La mort du personnage). Also, the relationship
between the reader and the work is changed. Jean Ricardou argues that we do
not read books to discover the depths of mankind, but rather “to learn how to
produce texts and we write in order to learn how to read”!”. The novel
becomes a sum of narrative codes that the reader or critic must decode.

Cancelling characters’ identities through their proliferation is not an
original technique. The new theorists choose as their precursors Faulkner,
Marcel Proust and even Flaubert, the latter “because he imbues the narrative
with laborious descriptions”!®. Through the voice of the student sceptical of
the major changes in the novelistic discourse promoted by the new and the new
new theorists, Eugen Simion redefines his own vocation: that of an existentialist
critic. The fanaticism of the method distances the writer from the human being,
who in the twentieth century is confronted with the fatality of history caused by
aggressive primitive spirits, followers of radical ideologies:

I do not want to fall into dogmatism, but don’t you think that, in an age in
which man is faced with phenomena that endanger his very existence, recommending
a novel that ignores all these aspects and reduces the issue of literature to a matter
of technique is unbearable snobbery? [...] It is, I realise, a contradiction. How can
you revolutionise spirits if you systematically lose interest in their inner life, how
can you, Professor, liberate man if you close the doors that lead to the freedom of
his thoughts? Something is not right here™".

The author of the study Genurile biograficului shows openness
towards bookish poetry, which was gaining popularity among the 1980s
generation through the famous concept of intertextuality. At first glance,

YA 1Y

scholarly poetry may seem “dry”, “empty” and “complicated”, but through

16 Ibidem, p. 432.
17 Ibidem, p. 429.
18 Ibidem.

19 Ibidem, p. 424.
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the writer’s ability to reinterpret myths, giving them a distinct existential
charge, it can be “extraordinarily alive™:

“In this case, we should review our old opinion about artifex poetry and
admit that great poetry can also arise from meditation on books. I believe we could
not fairly judge a poet like Emil Botta without understanding his joy of living in a
world of bookishness, which often takes on the form of theatricality, of Harlequinism,
as if living in the world of elementary senses. When assumed, bookishness becomes
a way of being, and the mask may represent one of the profound forms of spirit,

because the choice implies a process of restless conscience, in search of solutions™.

What solution does Eugen Simion propose in the face of the avalanche
of theories in which each methodist proclaims themselves as the absolute
master, rejecting the differing opinions of others and declaring the bankruptcy
of past methods? First and foremost, literature is a relative realm, which
displays specific rather than serially produced cases, defined by the use of
magical formulas. For an authentic literary critic, creation represents the
standard, while the method is just a tool intended to illuminate the “cellars”
and the “surface” of the work, to contribute to the discovery of literary depths
that are less accessible at first reading.

Secondly, the critic should be open to the innovations of the age, but
should not abandon the “tactic of constructive doubt”. To surrender oneself
to the embrace of a single method, ignoring the complexity of the work,
means — in Eugen Simion’s opinion — to become a critic of fragments,
incapable of observing the multiple causes that have favoured the process of
writing. The work is a whole, a unity, and its analysis requires the use of
various methods rather than resorting to a single strategy, which does not
enhance, but diminishes the mystery of creation (in this respect we should
mention Lucian Blaga):

“Modern criticism (integrating, comprehensive, critical, once again, of the
depths) cannot, in my opinion, commit a new injustice by attempting to rectify an old
error. It must, by virtue of things, be synthetic, consider the work as a product with
multiple causes and, if truly aware of its power and responsibility, criticism should
somehow reach what is essential in the work: the experience (existence) of man.

2 Ibidem, p. 421.
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Those who, out of curiosity for the undergrounds of literary text, overlook the floors
of the same text (ideas, manifest content, the visible in the work) ultimately offer only
a partial and transitory solution in criticism. [...] The choice for a new methodology
in criticism must not, I mean to say, be equivalent to replacing one intolerance with

another intolerance”'.

Furthermore, another topic addressed by the professor and the student
in Dialoguri is Cultul clasicilor (‘“Worship of the Classics’). Most literary
groups claim to be the descendants of certain writers and criticise others. In
this situation, Eugen Simion recommends caution to literary critics: one can
do a great disservice to the work both through fanatical denial and through
turning it into an object of worship read with piety. For the works of classic
writers to triumph over time, they must be read by representatives of each
generation through the filter of their own sensitivity, abandoning previously
established judgements — of grandeur or decadence:

“Therefore: it is not only the living who are governed by the dead, but the
dead also resurrect, in literature, through the spiritual alliances they manage to
forge with the new generations. For alliances to be possible, once again, the classic
work should enjoy, like the modern work, the freedoms of our critical spirit. [...]
Classics should not be protectively patted on the shoulder, nor should they be
transformed into intimidating temples. They should circulate naturally, confronting,

alongside contemporary writers, the demands of the age™*.

For Eugen Simion, literature means — regardless of the form taken by
the literary discourse (prose, poetry, theatre) — the structure of an existence,
revisited from time to time by the great exile, the author.
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Abstract:

In The Return of the Author Eugen Simion addresses the means by which an
author can be present in his or her works without the actual involvement of their
biographical person/persona — their real-life identity. If, as Roland Barthes states,
during the reading process the reader craves / desires the author’s figure, an essential
way this presence is going to appear is the author’s voice — it is style. But the critical
text itself is not devoid of style. Eugen Simion points out the essential part that
language and form play in Roland Barthes’ theoretical discourse. and concludes that
there are "fictions of ideas" that are literature in their own right. This article aims to
explore the presence of the author within the critical text and the "pleasure of
reading" the critical text, /such a text, seeing that, as Roland Barthes point out, only
a ,texte de jouissance” can speak of another ,, fexte de jouissance”.

When describing Roland Barthes’s discourse Eugen Simion speaks of its,
but tenderness is also the term Ion Bogdan Lefter uses to describe Simion’s own
critical approach.

This article explores the author’s presence in Eugen Simion’s critical discourse in
his work The Return of the author and the particularities of his voice as a writer.

Keywords:
The Return of The Author, texte de jouissance, author’s voice, discourse,
Roland Barthes

1. Dans Le retour de I’auteur, Eugen Simion parle des autres moyens
par lesquels 1’auteur fait sentir sa présence dans le texte, sans rapport avec sa
biographie ou bien sa personne réelle.

Selon Roland Barthes, en lisant, le lecteur désire la figure de I’auteur;
c’est d’abord par la voix de celui-ci qu’il va la retrouver. La voix de I’auteur
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est indissociable du texte, car il s’agit du style méme. Pourtant, la critique elle
aussi ne manque pas de style. Eugen Simion fait référence a plusiurs reprises,
dans Le Retour de [’auteur, ainsi que dans son Sfidarea retoricii: jurnal
german, a I’'importance du langage et de la forme dans le discours de Roland
Barthes, et affirme qu’il y a aussi des « fictions d’ idées », qui sont-elles aussi
de la littérature. On retrouve donc la présence de 1’auteur aussi bien dans des
textes critiques.

Dans cet article, on va analyser la présence du critique dans son
discours et le plaisir de lire ce genre de textes - car, tel que I’affirme Barthes,
il faut que le texte qui parle d’un texte de jouissance soit lui-méme un texte
de jouissance.

Au sujet du discours de Roland Barthes, Simion emploie le mot
tendresse, mais tendresse c’est aussi le terme dont Ion Bogdan Lefter définit
la maniére d’aborder le texte littéraire de Simion lui-méme!. On pourrait
méme se rendre compte, affirme Lefter’, de l’existence d’une certaine
sympathie derriere la discréte ironie dont Simion parle de Barthes.

Cet article poursuit les marques de la présence de ’auteur dans le
discours critique d’ Eugen Simion et les particularités de sa voix en tant
qu’écrivain. Dans ce but, cette recherche va analyser les chapitres que Simion
dédie aux écrits de Barthes dans Le retour de I’auteur.

2. En ce qui concerne le style et la structure, ce qui est le plus frappant
dans le discours de Simion est la subtilité¢ dont il conduit les conclusions du
lecteur sur les rapports entre I’auteur et 1’ceuvre, il ne prend jamais de position
tranchante, qui pourrait paraitre radicale au lecteur, et qui serait facile a
contredire. Au contraire, le lecteur est conduit a des conclusions qui lui semblent
naturelles et justifiées, par la seule construction adroite des arguments, il est
convaincu de I’équidistance et I’objectivité des affirmations par I’impression de
mesure et d’équilibre de 1’exposition.

Le texte de Simion prend de la distance, contredit ou, par contre,
confirme les opinions qu’il expose de manicre élégante et souple, non pas par

'Ton Bogdan Lefter, 2002, Anii '60 -'90: critica literara, Pitesti: Editura Paralela 45, p. 217.
2 Ibidem, p. 216.
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des prises de position explicites mais par le style méme. C’est au niveau de
langage qu’Eugen Simion montre ses opinions sur les théories dont il parle.
On va se demander alors si les conclusions de cet exposé paraissent
inévitables, parce qu’elles le sont vraiment, ou bien si elles sont acceptées
comme telles parce que le discours a déja réussi a convaincre a enchanter et
a enchainer le lecteur, parce que, de 1’avis d’Eugen Simion lui-méme,

,,Au-dela de la joie de provoquer les esprits il doit y avoir, pour qu’une
critique soit grande, la volonté de convaincre I’Esprit. "

On va, donc, regarder son propre discours de la méme manicre et avec
les mémes instruments que Simion emploie dans I’analyse.

Si on accepte qu’il y a un rapport entre les effets qu’un théoricien
envisage aux textes littéraires et sa possibilité d’obtenir par sa propre écriture
des effets pareilles, on trouve que I’ceuvre qui traite sur ces pratiques, en
montrant ces mécanismes, ne se contente pas de les montrer, mais elle les
applique tout a la fois. Ce n’est pas seulement le discours de Roland Barthes
qui charme et gagne son lecteur.

Ce n’est qu’une apparence d’équidistance que donne 1’exposé de
Simion dans Le retour de I’auteur. Car, en fait, les opinions de 1’auteur au
sujet qu’il suive n’y manquent pas. C’est par I’ironie du langage que Simion
exprime dans cet étude son acquiescement ou sa réfutation des différentes
théories qu’il présente. Il s’agit de ce qui fait, dit Simion, la différence entre
écrivain et écrivant.

On remarque en regardant le texte de Simion que les interrogations
¢tonnées, ainsi que certaines objections, n’indique pas toujours la
contradiction d’une théorie. Elles expriment plutot les possibles objections,
et leurs répondent. Un procédé qu’on retrouve souvent quand Simion cite
Roland Barthes.

3 Eugen Simion, 1981, Intoarcerea autorului: eseuri despre relatia creator-operd, Bucuresti:
Editura Cartea Roméaneasca, p. 391 (n.t.).
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~Pure ambiguité ? Barthes ne joue pas avec les paroles ? Mais si, il joue,
mais il ne faut pas en étre trop étonnés, car Barthes sait ressortir de ses jeux des
sens épatants.”™

Par contre, la distance est souvent marquée par la répétition ironique
ainsi que par un renforcement caricatural jusqu’a la contradiction intérieure
et au paradoxe. Ce n’est pas une contradiction immédiate ou la prise d’une
position adverse. Au contraire, le rationnement est suivi jusqu’a un certain
point, ou il est renversé, lorsqu’il a déja instillé le doute chez le lecteur.

Cette distance introduite par I’ironie revient dans le discours de
Simion plusieurs fois, confirmée aussi par 1’affirmation:

»INous avons ['impression, étant donnée insistance de [’écrivain, qu’il s agit
de plus qu’une dissociation esthétique, il s agit plutot d une obsession [...] on dirait
qu’il existe chez Proust un petit complexe Sainte-Beuve.

La méme ironie revient dans le titre que Simion choisit pour ce
chapitre : un titre tout a fait remarquable, subtil et cruel jeu de mots : Contre
Sainte-Proust (en francais dans 1’original). On remarque pourtant que le titre
de la section est supprimé dans 1’édition francaise de 1’étude.

Ce choix de mots marquerait-il une contradiction totale ? L’ironie, le
plaisir de jouer avec les mots ne font que relativiser 1’approbation, ainsi que
le désaccord. La plupart du temps, Eugen Simion souscrit aux théories jusqu’a
un certain point, avec certaines concessions. Il est d’accord avec Proust, mais
il ne manque pas de dénoncer 1’exces dans insistance méme dont 1’écrivain
tient a contredire son adversaire. Faut-il alors conclure que ce que Simion
oppose sont les opinions radicalement exprimées ?

En tout cas, on surprend une certaine sympathie pour la finesse de
I’esprit de Roland Barthes, pour 1’¢1égance, la subtilité ainsi que I’ambiguité
de ses formules habiles — au niveau du langage mais aussi dans sa fagon de
manceuvrer les concepts — le deux étant dans le discours de Barthes
indissociables selon Simion.

»Barthes lui-méme regarde I’analyse comme un discours. Un discours en
permanence renouvelé. Le discours d’un scripteur qui n’aime pas voir la méme

4 Eugen Simion, Intoarcerea autorului: eseuri despre relatia creator-operd, p. 101.
5 Ibidem, p. 14.
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image deux fois dans le miroir. Surtout la sienne. Une course continuelle en spirale
peut étre remarquée dans 1’écriture de Barthes. Une joie sadique de construire des
trappes et de les enlever toujours, par les efforts d’'une dialectique subtile et
pénétrante. Voila sa figure.”®

On remarque une tournure de phrase intéressante, qui survient
plusieurs fois dans le discours d’Eugen Simion, en marquant le déplacement
de la focalisation de I’objet d’une affirmation ou d’un exposé vers son auteur
méme, en appliquant a son discours les mémes instruments qu’il emploie lui-
méme, ce qui permet que le sujet et I’objet se superposent jusqu’a un certain
point, car par le choix méme de 1’objet, le sujet manifeste une certaine affinité
ou du moins, un vif intérét.

Simion s’interroge alors :

,wBarthes parle dans Prétexte de [’atopie de Socrate [...] Mais [’atopie
de Barthes 77

C’est un retournement de 1’affirmation vers son émetteur, un procédé
qu’on relie aussi a un autre :

~Punctum est [’acces vers [’essence de I’'image, I’élément vivant, pour ainsi
dire, de certains images morte s. Je traduirais la notion de punctum par une autre,
employée premierement par Gide et reprise par les théoriciens du Nouveau Roman:
la mise en abime. L’éléement (le miroir) qui concentre les forces du tableau et en
méme temps le projette au dehors.”™

Simion écrit a propos du discours de Barthes :

« On ne retrouve pas dans la démarche analytique de Barthes la
cruauté usuelle du critique envers le texte (objet) qu’on observe d’habitude
chez les esprits critiques les plus aigus, en les menant le plus vite possible a
[’essentiel, mais au contraire une lente pénétration, une errance parmi les
nuances, un jeu subtil des distances définissent la stratégie courtoise de
Roland Barthes. »°

et autre part:

¢ Eugen Simion, Intoarcerea autorului: eseuri despre relatia creator-operd, p. 375.
7 Ibidem, p. 375.
8 Ibidem, p. 398.
® Ibidem, p. 376
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,,Une tendresse ; une immense tendresse "'’

une tendresse subtile accompagne ’action de rapprochement...”!!

Pourtant, Eugen Simion affirme :

»L accumulation de nuances ne reste pas sans effet. 1l existe aussi une
violence engendrée par les actes gentils en exces, ainsi qu'une terreur de la
gentillesse ; il existe une agressivite engendrée par [’exces d’amabilité. En haut
degré et en grand nombre ; les subtilités deviennent explosives.”"?

Ainsi, dit Simion :

,Le discours de Barthes est dangereux car on ne sait jamais ot il peut arriver.

Aux ambiguités et labilités des mots s’ajoute |'ambiguité et la labilité du
langage qui analyse le mot. Une interaction et une complicité que Barthes sait
employer comme nul autre”"

Comme nul autre ? on va se demander alors, a I’exemple de Simon
lui-méme.

Ion Bogdan Lefter décrit le discours de Simion, dans son étude Anii
'60-"90: critica literara:

Wur un certain objet, 'opération critique devient un discours dont la stratégie
consiste d’un avancement voluptueux, en méme temps relaxé et étroitement construit”™**

»Les analyses de Simion sont partout séduisantes, car au-dela de la sérieuse
minutie on sent toujours dans la voix du critique une note de complicité. Eugen
Simion sait instiller au discours une dose d’ironie secréte (manifestation d affection)
et chercher en son lecteur un complice de cette contemplation en méme temps
impliquée et distante.”"

3. On va analyser dans ceux qui suivent, les particularités stylistiques
du discours d’Eugen Simion dans Le retour de [’auteur, car on remarque dés
le début une certaine musicalité des phrases, ainsi que des structures qui
agissent de plusieurs manicres pour transmettre le contenu. On remarque alors
aussi sa préférence pour certaines structures syntactiques. Par exemple les « :

19 Ibidem, p. 109.

1 Eugen Simion, Intoarcerea autorului: eseuri despre relatia creator-operd, p. 376
12 Ibidem, p.376

13 Ibidem, p. 377.

14Ton Bogdan Lefter, Anii '60 -'90: critica literard, Pitesti, Paralela 45, 2002, p. 216.
15 Ibidem, p. 218.
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» qui apportent un renversement de I’argument, une réponse ; ou bien I’usage
d’une topique renversée (par rapport a la syntaxe usuelle de la langue

roumaine) pour accentuer : ,prodigioasd ambiguitate”'S; ,pe aceastd putin

vorbareatd Pythie”'’; ,prin sistematica lui frivolitate”'®. On remarque aussi
chez Simion une fagon particuliére d’utiliser I’exclamation (souvent en
parenthéses, comme annotation a une parenthése, opérant ainsi un double
repli sur une affirmation quelconque).

Ces exclamations apportent aussi un changement de registre entre le
langage littéraire et le langage courant, mais a la fois une variation ou bien
méme une rupture dans le rythme, des mots plus courts, des formules directes,

méme brutales :

Il est impossible de faire abstraction de cet auteur extrémement intelligent,
choyé, inventif, toujours en quette de quelque chose. 1l faut tout simplement courir
dans son sillage / sur ses brisées (voire!) sinon, on est perdu. Avec Sartre on sait a
quoi s’en tenir »'?;

»Quelle dialectique ondulatoire chez Barthes! Quelle intelligence fine et

bizarre / capricieuse I”;*° ,,(oh, on aura tout vu!)™'.

Selon la théorie de la suggestion formulée par Paul Souriau,
I’ascension et la descente dans 1’intonation d’une phrase peuvent suggérer le
mouvement. Un cas particulierement intéressant est celui de la phrase qui
combine un trajet ascendant /une ascension suivi d’une descente, ou a
I’envers. On voit alors un moment de tournure qui attire un plus d’attention.

Dans Le Retour de [’auteur, ce procédé vient doubler la répétition d’un
terme dans la phrase suivante, avec un changement de position, en apportant
ainsi un discret changement de sens.

»Le jeu commence avec le choix, la désignation de [’objet [...] Un goiit
visible pour I’étrange préside a ce choix. Un gotit qui exprime un risque énorme.

16 « prodigieuse ambiguité », Eugen Simion, [ntoarcerea autorului, p. 104

17 « cette Pythie peu bavarde », Ibidem, p. 101.

18 « par sa frivolité systematique », Ibidem, p. 377.

19 Eugen Simion, Le retour de I’auteur, traduit par Constantin Frosin, Denis Emorine,
Editions I’ Ancrier, 1996, pp. 143-144.

2 Ibidem, p. 138.

21 Ibidem, 178.
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Un risque qui implique, pour [’esprit de [’analyste, un enjeu difficile. Un risque,
un enjeu, mais aussi une frivolité, un caprice, une volonté de contourner les
sujets faciles, préevisibles. Le caprice pourtant met au travail, pour ainsi dire, la
science et l’'imagination de [’analyste. Le pari doit étre gagné. Et Barthes est
chaque fois gagnant.*

On remarque alors que pour la plus part cette structure est employée
lorsque Simion cite le terme ou I’affirmation d’un autre: son discours passe
alors de énonciation de cette autre opinion/ théorie, il 1’explique aprés en
faisant tout a la fois impression d’y souscrire, pour en fin I’abandonner, ou au
moins s’en distancer de nouveau. Alors, répéter un mot de la phrase
précédente comme réponse, altération du sens, atténuation ou renversement est
un moyen d’insinuer sa propre opinion d’une maniere subtile - on établit ainsi
une sorte de dialogue, « un duel de plumes », formule que Simion emploie®’ :

»La question qui se pose alors a la critique est en quelle mesure « Je » arrive
a étre un « Autre » [...] et en quel degré cet Autre arrive a ne pas étre Moi ... J avoue
ne pas avoir lu trop d’études qui puisse m’éclaircir a ce regard, j’en ai par contre
lu assez pour me convaincre plutot du contraire, c¢’est a dire que je n’arrive pas a
étre un Autre, tandis que I’Autre ne se débarrasse pas du tout facilement de moi.
L’écrivain porte un masque, mais, selon Gautier, le masque est notre sincérité. La
voix impersonnelle que Mallarmé demande est, sans nul doute, une voix trés
mallarméenne en poésie, facile a reconnaitre parmi mille autres. ™

On remarque ici la symétrie de la phrase, et la fagon dont le doute est
introduit de maniére imperceptible pour finir par réfuter I’affirmation. Il s’ agit
ainsi d’une autre face de contredire, autre que qu’une opposition tranchante.

Une autre particularité de ce discours est la maniére d’employer des
citations pour répondre a une affirmation, pour marquer son propre doute ou
le repoussement d’une théorie :

, Est-ce que cela n’a vraiment rien a voir avec la vie et [’époque de
Michelet? Passez (...), voyageurs, voyageurs, n'insistez pas (Sartre).”*

22 Eugen Simion, Intoarcerea autorului, pp. 375-376.
2 Ibidem, p. 110.

24 Ibidem, p. 118.

% Idem, Le retour de l'auteur, p. 145.
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On voit méme parfois une accumulation de plusieurs phrases pareilles.
,.L objet doit étre dompté par une patiente action d’enveloppement.”*® écrit
Simion dans son analyse de la méthode de Barthes.

On se demande alors quel est le rapport entre convaincre et plaire.

De I’avis d’Eugen Simion, dans La chambre claire de Barthes :

»+ . C€ qui fait plaisir a la lecture, c’est le luxe de I’auteur (Roland Barthes)
qui se permet une analyse qui ne garde plus une frontiére nette entre le sujet et
l’objet. ™’

Simion remarque que la premiére personne vient remplacer la formule
impersonnelle des autres livres de Barthes ; ici on est remplacé par je. Simion
a son tour n’hésite pas de dire je - mais est-ce qu’il s’agit seulement d’une
figure de style ou est-ce qu’il est en effet une marque de subjectivité? On
retrouve des passages qui font croire a I’hypothese que la premiere personne
employée par Simion renvoie en effet a une expérience et a des opinions
personnelles, ce qui n’empéche pourtant qu’elle soit toute a la fois une
stratégie rhétorique.

»J ‘avoue ne pas avoir lu trop d’études qui puisse m’éclaircir a ce regard,
Jj'en ai par contre lu assez pour me convaincre plutot que...”*

Pourtant I’argument le plus important est le fait que Simion affirme
qui gagne le plus I’attention du lecteur c’est précieusement I’impression que
quelqu’un lui parle/ est en train de lui parler : D’aprés Simion la présence
d’un émetteur est impliquée dans la réception du message.

»Par le mot ¢ est une personne qui parle, il y a quelqu 'un qui s’exprime par
la parole, parce que on [’écoute, parce que sa voix arrive jusqu’a nous.””

4. La question qui se pose est dans quel rapport se trouvent le besoin
de convaincre et le désir de plaire. Simion revient plusieurs fois dans son livre
au terme de plaisir du texte, méme dans le contexte du discours critique (voir
celui du Barthes). On conclut, enfin, qu’il y a également du plaisir dans la

26 Eugen Simion, Intoarcerea autorului, p. 376.
27 [bidem, p. 391.
28 Ibidem, p. 118.
2 Ibidem, p. 126.
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lecture des textes critiques, et surtout que ce plaisir est important pour le
rapport qu’il entretient avec 1’action de convaincre - un rapport qui dépasse le
cas isol¢ du discours trompeur des sophistes, car le plaisir du texte n’impicte pas
sur sa valeur ni sur son rapport avec la vérité. Par exemple, selon Platon, le
discours de Socrate réussit lui-méme a produire les mémes effets que celui des
sophistes — les effects de la fliite de Marsyas™°.

Le critique est-il lui-méme un écrivain ? On dirait que si, dans le cas
d’Eugen Simion.
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Abstract

A central topic of the Romanian post-1989 literary life, the problem of
revisions of the literary canon triggered a fierce debate between rival intellectual
groups, a confrontation having as one its main goals the obtaining or, on the contrary,
the preservation and consolidation of symbolic power within the national cultural
field. Positioned in the epicenter of this "battle" — in his capacity as creator, together
with Nicolae Manolescu, of the literary canon of the sixties —, Eugen Simion made
his position known through two types of actions. On the one hand, through articles
and interviews in which, recognizing the reality and necessity of periodic re-
adjustments of literary structures and hierarchies, he strongly supported the
imperative of having, as a fundamental principle in the process of revising the canon,
the aesthetic criterion. On the other hand, by initiating and carrying out the
monumental General Dictionary of Romanian Literature. A true canon of Romanian
literature, "from its origins to the present day", GDRL illustrates, more than any
polemic or theoretical approach, the vision of the critic E. Simion on Romanian
literature in its totality and organicity.
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Literary canon, canon revision, General Dictionary of Romanian Literature (GDRL).
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The social and political upheaval of December 1989 produced a
revisionist "fever" of the literary canon — a topic which, appearing in the first
months after the Revolution, dominated the Romanian cultural life until the
end of the '90s and the beginning of the 2000s, when the feelings related to
the end of the millennium exacerbated the intellectual passions and
highlighted, once more, the imperative to clarify, in the field of literary history
as well, the criteria of differentiation between the new historical realities and
the era of the communist dictatorship. Thus, starting from the indisputable
truth regarding the need for periodic revisions and resettlements of the literary
hierarchies, rival intellectual groups — bound together, until very recently, by
the resistance against the intrusion of the ideological into literature and
against the subordination of artistic creation to the political commands of the
"class struggle" — have become heavily polarized in a fierce intellectual
confrontation, the main goal of which being that of enforcing one’s particular
critical perspective and axiological hierarchies and, by extension, that of
acquiring or, on the contrary, preserving the symbolic power within the
national cultural field. The debate, polemical in its essence (going as far as
language violence), involved the most diverse social groups and individuals
— from dissident writers and exiled intellectuals to prestigious cultural figures
who remained in the country and from authors marginalized or ignored before
1989 to the critics with maximum audience and authority in the field —, so
that it can be said that the "battle" regarding the revision of the literary canon
affected the entire Romanian cultural world. At the same time, despite the
great social and political diversity of the groups involved, the "battle" for the
canon radicalized all opinions and attitudes and divided the intellectuals into
two great camps: on the one hand, the "conservatives" — the defenders of the
literary hierarchies established throughout the decades after the socialist
realism (more precisely, the years 1964—-1989) — and, on the other hand, the
"progressives", the "liberals", the advocates of change (sometimes at any
cost). On the one hand, the literary critics and writers who, engaged at the
time of the communist dictatorship in the fight for the autonomy of the
aesthetic and for the revival of the great cultural tradition from between the
World Wars, established, in the era of "liberalization" of the communist
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regime, the so-called "sixties canon"; on the other side, the reformers, the
vocal advocates of change, inciters of "demystifications" and "revisions" —
those for whom the Revolution of 1989 became a decisive inflection point,
beyond which the entire history of post-war Romanian literature must be
rethought and rewritten.

In this sense, a literary historian like Marian Popa states that the entire
Romanian literary life from the period 1944-1989 must be judged through the lens
of the sovietization of Romania and of the communist totalitarian ideology:

»The history of the clearly delimited period of 23.08.1944 and 22.12.1989 is that
of a banal evil occupation, characterized by the modern justification of beneficial
liberation. That is, the exercise of a forced influence based on a program characterized by
theoretical firmness and practical lability developed opportunely and even retrospectively
through principled coverings with moral but dialectical claims. It is the Soviet program of
Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist totalization of Romanian society [ ...]. In such a program, which
capitalizes on the lie of building a better world, capable of satisfying all the material and
spiritual needs of the individual and the collective, the arts and especially literature enjoy
special attention, to the extent that they are appreciated as instruments of diversion and

9]

tools of socio-political, psychic and volitional moderation™".

On the other hand, the significance of the year 1989 as a fundamental
milestone in the history of Romanian literature is generally accepted by both
combatant camps — as Corin Braga observes in an article published in the
magazine Familia (The Family):

»The mutation of sensibility would have sublimated into a gradual renewal of
the canon, with biological aging and the natural change of generations, if another
historical event had not intervened, with an impact still incalculable: 1989. [...] 1989
imposes a periodization distinct from the thematic one [...], a historical periodization™>.

As for the personalities directly involved in the "battle" for the canon,
the "conservatives" camp mainly includes Eugen Simion, Nicolae Manolescu,
Nicolae Breban, Augustin Buzura and, among the young literary critics,
Daniel Cristea-Enache. On the other hand, the "liberals" camp is much larger,

! Marian Popa, 2001, ,,A Scandal Named History”, in: Luceafirul (The Morning Star),
Bucharest, Year XI (new series), no. 41, November 21, p. 9.
2 Corin Braga, 2001, ,,A Scandal Named History”, in: Luceafirul (The Morning Star),
Bucharest, Year XI (new series), no. 41, November 21, p. 8.
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consisting of many heterogeneous groups: first, the dissidents of the
Ceausescu regime (represented by Paul Goma or Dorin Tudoran), followed
by the writers who went into exile after 1944 (such as Monica Lovinescu and
Virgil lerunca), then the marginalized authors or the writers cast aside by the
political authorities and/or the cultural establishment before 1989
(represented by Gheorghe Grigurcu and Adrian Marino). They were joined
by two compact groups: the first is formed by the 1980s writers, who,
deprived of the possibilities of affirmation granted, in a period of political
openness and economic boom, to the authors from the 1960s and 1970s
generations, came to the fore after 1990 demanding their rights (which they
eventually obtained) — represented mainly by lon Bogdan Lefter and
Gheorghe Craciun. And last, but not least, the Group for Social Dialogue:
although most of its members did not belong to the literary field (including
here philosophers like Gabriel Liiceanu and Andrei Plesu, sociologists,
psychologists or even people from the scientific field like Horia-Roman
Patapievici), all of them were heavily involved in the canonical battle, often
setting its tone in the magazines 22 and Dilema, and attracting to their side
writers such as Gabriela Adamesteanu — whose case is particularly relevant
considering the fact that, between 1990 and 2000, she gave up writing
literature in order to dedicate herself to a radical social reforming mission.

In between the two rival parties — between the "conservatives" and the
"liberals" —, there are critics and writers such as Marin Mincu or Dumitru
Tepeneag, but also programmatically balanced literary critics, such as Mircea
Martin, Ion Pop and Ion Simut, the last ones praised for trying, from relatively
neutral positions, to capture as objectively as possible the dynamics of the
Romanian literary life after 1990.

As it can be seen from a simple review of the groups and personalities
involved, the dispute about the canon is a substantial one, often being
identical with the very history of the Romanian literature of the period 1990—
2000. That is why, in what follows, we will focus on a single year, 2001 — the
year of two great investigations regarding the canon, the one in the magazine
Familia (The Family), started by lon Simut, and the other one in the magazine
Paradigma (The Paradigm), initiated by Marin Mincu. We will also take into
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account the polemical articles of Gheorghe Grigurcu (probably the most vocal
personality of the contesting camp) from the magazine Romdnia literara (The
Literary Romania), as well as the more theoretically systematized
interventions of lon Bogdan Lefter and Gheorghe Craciun from the
Observator cultural (Cultural Observer) magazine.

In Ion Simut’s view, a serious debate about the literary canon was
absolutely necessary:

,»We started systematically discussing the canon in Familia (The Family)
magazine in issue no. 9 from last September [2000]. I took up a theme of reflection
that was trending on literary magazines, a subject of heated debates about the
hierarchy of values, about revisions or about the image of contemporary Romanian
literature. We did not propose a theoretical dispute around the term canon, although the
option for a certain definition or understanding of the notion is inevitable, a definition

which has circulated more frequently among us only in the last four or five years™.

Thus, as the critic from Oradea details in another editorial, entitled 4
Discussion about the Canon, the investigation aimed to clarify the way in
which the aesthetic canon was formed, "unofficially", during the communist
period — on the one hand — and, on the other hand, the phenomena that
underlie the contemporary process of changing the literary canon:

~How the transition from the politicized canon, officially supported during
the proletcult period, to the aesthetic canon that took shape gradually, was made,
with the affirmation of the generation of Nichita Stanescu and Nicolae Breban? What
are the consequences of the three waves of revisions: political in the '50s, aesthetic
in the *70s and moral in the '90s? The relations between the ideologized canon and
the aesthetic canon must be extensively discussed and argued, then the relations
between the aesthetic canon, on the one hand, and the ethical canon, the didactic
canon, and the national identity canon, on the other. [ ...]. For example, Marin Preda
and Nichita Stanescu (obviously, from different generations) prevailed on purely
aesthetic criteria, or does the political criterion also have an abhorrent mix? Opinions
are divided. The fight between the aesthetic canon and the ideological canon did not stop
from around 1960 until 1989. Afier 1990, when the aesthetic criterion seems to have been
defeated in the views of most literary critics, new conflicts appeared™.

3 Ton Simut, 2001 ,, The Debate about the Canon Continues”, in: Familia (The Family),
Oradea, Year 37 (new series), no. 4, April, p. 1.

4 Ton Simut, 2001, ,,A Discussion about the Canon”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year
37 (new series), no. 1, January, p. 2.
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Conducted throughout the year 2001, the investigation of the
magazine Familia (The Family) contains interventions and opinions of lon
Buzera, Marian Victor Buciu, Mircea A. Diaconu, Ana Blandiana, Gabriel
Dimisianu, Stefan Borbély, Corin Braga, Andrei Bodiu, lon Simut
(obviously) and Nicolae Manolescu — the last one, author of several
interviews and articles on the canon, both in Familia (The Family) magazine,
as well as in Romania literara (Literary Romania) and Luceafarul (The
Morning Star). Here are some noteworthy opinions:

»The first observation, a self-evident one, is that 1989 was a turning point, which
changed not so much the canon, but the understanding of it, if not even its statute. The
upheaval was total and these last eleven years can be considered as some of the ‘shock
therapy’ applied (don’t be scared!) less to the economy, but abundantly to the Romanian
writer’s habits. The revisions, the more or less passionate discussions regarding the value
maps already produced or in the process of being produced are part of a much larger process
of ‘redistribution’ of the working circumstances, of the social locations of the literati and
especially of the types of insertion in an increasingly plural-dynamic world™ (Ion Buzera)

»The ‘modernist’ canon established by the critics N. Manolescu, E. Simion, etc. it
is not just their generation’s canon. E. Simion, beyond the limits of his critical thinking,
beyond the compromises with the political-ideological-cultural system, beyond his fixations
(Preda, Stanescu, then Sorescu), wanted to be careful with all literary moments, proceeding
more favoring than disfavoring. N. Manolescu linked (paired) poets such as Geo Dumitrescu
and M. Sorescu, Doinas and N. Stanescu, all of them brought to the ‘Independence square’
of postmodernism. [... ] In order to withstand democratic conditions, the new canon will have
to be a transgenerational construct”™ (Marian Victor Buciu)

,»Only those who exist aesthetically will continue to exist beyond all the mysteries
of criticism and reception. The problem is, in the end, to whom can we impose a canon and
especially how to educate those who can perceive the canon” . (Ana Blandiana)

»1The issue of changing the literary canon, or, rather, of not changing it, is put to
us somewhat forcefully and in overly dramatic terms. [...] The change of the literary canon
then seems to me to be too strictly linked, in the current discussions, to the threshold

5 Ton Buzera, 2001, ,,The Avatars of the New Canon”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea,
Year 37 (new series), no. 5, May, p. 9.

¢ Marian Victor Buciu, 2001, ,,About the canon”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37
(new series), no. 1, January, p. 10.

7 Ana Blandiana, [2001, ,,The Revision of the Aesthetic Canon of the Contemporary
Romanian Literature”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37 (new series), no. 11-12,
November-December, p. 16
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moment of 1989. I believe that the reformation of the canon began earlier, in the '80s,
when the then young generation, later called the eighties writers, posed the question of
models. [...] The process continued, amplifying, after 1990, with the reintegration of the
writers from exile [...], as well as with the great chapter opened by non-fictional literature,
diaries and memoirs, which came to light luxuriantly™®. (Gabriel Dimisianu)

»»-the canon, at least in the sense given to it by Harold Bloom and those around him,
is an attempt to recover the aesthetics in the great confrontation with multiculturalism.
Harold Bloom’s canon is anti-multicultural [ ...]. Now, with us, what is happening is exactly
the inversion of the entire structure. Namely, we started the discussion about the canon at the
moment when we were starting an incipient discussion about multiculturalism. 1 started the
discussion about the canon at a certain juncture. It is a new counter-time, according to me,
that Romanian culture is registering. Consequently, it is inevitable, in my view, that, very
shortly, this magical discussion of the canon will die out™ (Stefan Borbély)

»l think it’s a real battle, and this real battle is fought after the Revolution.
Because, without a doubt, essential changes have taken place in the most representative
field, the didactic field. [...] The Romanian literature curriculum reflects a reformist
mutation. [...] ..this reformist program ran into an extraordinary reactionary
background. It has been seen what kind of reaction the introduction of some writers into
the school curriculum could give, which, with great vehemence, former literary authorities,
the glories of the type, let’s say, Adrian Paunescu, repudiated in a kind of ‘televised
trials ™.'° (Andrei Bodiu)

Finally, some of the most substantial interventions and statements in
the matter are those of Nicolae Manolescu. Positioned, inevitably, on the side
of "conservatives" — as the critic who, together with Eugen Simion,
established and imposed through his weekly chronicles from Romdnia
literara (Literary Romania) the canon of the sixties, Manolescu defends the
literary hierarchies already existing by affirming the "impersonal character"
of the canon: "The canon is a work at the same time individual and collective,
very rational and appearing at a certain historical moment and very

8 Gabriel Dimisianu, 2001, ,,About the canon”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37
(new series), no. 1, January, p. 12.
% Stefan Borbély2001,,The Revision of the Aesthetic Canon of the Contemporary Romanian
Literature”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37 (new series), , no. 11-12, November-
December, p. 8.
10 Andrei Bodiu, 2001, ,,The Revision of the Aesthetic Canon of the Contemporary Romanian
Literature”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea), Year 37 (new series), no. 11-12, November-
December, p. 13.
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mysterious because we will never know why one book is in the canon and
another is not in the canon. Why one author is canonized and another is not.
Endless imponderables intervene"!!. Further on, explains the literary critic,

"We were ‘helped’ by communism to structure the canon. Communism wanted to
make its own canon, which was not based on value, on literary aesthetic value, but on
ideological value, on an instrumental character of literature. Up to a point, he succeeded.
[...] ...after the sixties, when things have changed, literary criticism is ‘guilty’ of having
made a true canon, opposed to the official one. [...] After the "90, the enemy disappeared,
and then this homogenous, relatively homogenous group of literary critics that made the
canon of the "70s, "80s, and, I agree, still valid in the *90s, also disintegrated""?.

In general, Manolescu supports the idea of canon, which is — he says
— essential for the literary history and for the spiritual life of a nation. The
fundamental condition of the solidity of a canon, states the critic, is to be
based on the aesthetic criterion — something questioned, explicitly or
implicitly, by the camp of the opponents of the "sixties canon":

I very much care about two ideas that I will not abandon as long as I live, no matter
how the definition of the term changes: the first is that there is no culture without a critical spirit
and that, in a way, the word canon leads us to the critical spirit, to that kind of spirit which
regulates culture. [ ...] And the second idea is that there is only one canon, the aesthetic canon.
Or more precisely axiological. In the name of the principle of the aesthetic canon, we select
those works that at a given moment, given some time, which may be decades or centuries, may
hold as much as a literary current or several, may hold as much as the modernity of a culture.
The Romanian canon established by Calinescu in "41, or, as I would say, fixed by him, was
valid, and is partially valid — all canons are partially valid—, until today [...] ... without a canon,
those who will suffer are the writers, the critics, the literature teachers, the students. We can’t
do without a canon. We cannot trust in the chance that in ten years we will know that the main
works of the decade in question were these... The risk is far too great. The risk is enormous. We
need a canon™"3.

On the other hand, the accusers, the "progressives", claim that the so-
called "sixties canon" is an idiosyncratic one, one that bears far too visibly

' Nicolae Manolescu, 2001, ,,The Revision of the Aesthetic Canon of the Contemporary
Romanian Literature”, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37 (new series), no. 11-12,
November-December, p. 6.

12 Nicolae Manolescu inteviewd by lon Simut, in: Familia (The Family), Oradea, Year 37
(new series), no. 11-12, November-December, p. 18.

13 Ibidem.
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the imprint of the personality of the critics who established it, mainly Nicolae
Manolescu and Eugen Simion. Gheorghe Grigurcu, for example, states that,
in the case of the canon of the sixties, the abnormality of the axiological vision
comes from overestimating the value of some writers, simultaneously with
the marginalization of others. In this sense, the strategy of changing the canon
promoted by Gheorghe Grigurcu consists in bringing to the fore some writers
from the same generations (respectively the sixties and seventies), but placed
by the critics of the time in the background, in the "second line", together with
the "demystification" of the great names of the sixties generation:

,,-..the political factor, either through its application or its rejection, disturbed the
serene axiological evaluation. As I said, overbidding was committed. And this to the
detriment of some authors of roughly the same age as the ‘stars’; they came to light in the
same years, but, due to a slight ‘delay’ in their debut or a more pronounced reserve towards
the totalitarian regime, saw themselves marginalized, both from the authorities, as well as —
strangely — from the sixties criticism. Of course, no one reached the level of Nichita
Stanescu’s presumed genius, and Marin Preda indulged in an artificial singularity [...]. But
itis conceivable, even at the present time, that some Marin Sorescu or loan Alexandru or lon
Gheorghe or even Adrian Paunescu would be joined, in public perception, by a Leonid
Dimov, a Mircea Ivanescu, an Emil Brumaru, a Mircea Ciobanu, a Daniel Turcea, a
Constantin Abaluta? Or that the ‘Moromete’ be accompanied by, to put it this way, valuable
colleagues such as Radu Petrescu, Stefan Banulescu, lon D. Sirbu? This is the result of the
vitiation of the aesthetic canon!”*.

In this context, some opinions of the participants in the investigation

of the Luceafarul (The Morning Star) magazine regarding "ill-treated writers"
or, conversely, "overrated writers" should be mentioned:

»We are seeing both overrated and underrated writers. Even writers who were
undervalued yesterday, overvalued today and who will probably find their place
tomorrow. For example, 1.D. Sarbu. Alexandru Vona [...], as well as Alexandru Sever,
Vintila Horia and others, are looking for their rightful place. Injustice, no. But they are not
valued enough: Nora luga is a good example™® (Nicolae Manolescu)

»IThere is no question that, directly or indirectly, criticism was prevented from
telling the truth, the whole truth, without which none of the real values of the literature of

!4 Gheorghe Grigurcu, 2001, ,,Between History and Canon”, in: Romdnia literara (The
Literary Romania), Bucharest, Year XXXIII, no. 10, March 14, p. 15.

15 Nicolae Manolescu, ,,IlI-treated Writers”, in. Luceafirul (The Morning Star), Bucharest,
Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 5.
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the last decades can be considered approved, even if they are not fully contested. To refer
only to the prose, it is certain that St. Banulescu, Fanus Neagu, D.R. Popescu, Augustin
Buzura, C. Toiu Nicolae Breban have been overrated to varying degrees. [...] A new
reading, freed from preconceptions, will have to correct many errors of appreciation. But
since they were committed mainly by the new criticism of the "60s, I may be allowed to say
that, when it ceases to set the tone in today’s advertising, those who will gain will be
precisely those disregarded by it. [ am thinking especially of those from the war generation,
where both Victor Valeriu Martinescu and Constant Tonegaru, as well as Mircea Popovici
will be discovered at their true worth™'°. (Alexandru George)

»We are witnessing overvaluations of some writers whose merits other than
artistic ones are taken into account, regarding biography, civic behavior, etc. Perhaps this
is also the case with Paul Goma, who is sometimes given the status of a great writer. [...]
There are also under-appreciations of good writers unfairly pushed to ‘ignored shelves’,
as you say. Teodor Mazilu would be, according to me, one of them. [...] An important
ignored novelist is Alexandru Sever, whose monumental The Book of the Dead, a novel of
great ideas, did not interest anyone™'” (Gabriel Dimisianu)

It is obvious that the reverse side of contesting great values leads to the
overvaluation of some conjunctural authors who knew how to make themselves ‘pleasant’
to some groups, appearing regularly in their ‘lists’. [...] An overrated writer is Mircea
Horia Simionescu, well placed during the dictatorship as head of the cultural page at the
PCR’s ideological daily, Scanteia (The Sparkle). [...] Mircea Cartarescu is a poet who is
given too high a quota compared to other congeners. His value as a poet, in the current
context, is not superior to that granted to lon Minulescu in the interwar period. Even within
his own promotion there are deeper and more authentic poets than him, such as Liviu loan
Stoiciu, Ion Muresan, Matei Visniec, Bogdan Ghiu, etc.”'® (Marin Mincu)

»A case of flagrant overestimation is that of Gheorghe Craciun, who only
wrote boring books and who is nevertheless considered an author worthy of who is
worth consideration. [...] Or the case of Norman Manea, an engineer with writing
skills, proposed by some for the Nobel Prize”"® (Alex. Stefanescu)

16 Alexandru George, 2001, ,Ill-treated Writers”, in: Luceafarul (The Morning Star),
Bucharest, Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 7.

17 Gabriel Dimisianu, 2001, ,Ill-treated Writers”, in: Luceafarul (The Morning Star),
Bucharest, Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 10.

18 Marin Mincu, 2001, ,,Ill-treated Writers”, in: Luceafarul (The Morning Star), Bucharest,
Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 11.

19 Alex. Stefanescu, 2001, ,Ill-treated Writers”, in: Luceafdrul (The Morning Star)
(Bucharest), Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 16.
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I could nominate two such injustices, the poets Gabriela Cretan and Viorel
Muresan™ (Octavian Soviany)

As for the 80’s generation of writers, their position is laid out by
Gheorghe Criciun, in a lenghty essay in the Observator cultural (Cultural
Observer) magazine. The idea of canon (born, in the West, from the need for
contemporary reconfiguration of literary phenomena) — writes Gheorghe Craciun
— is, today, a flexible way to understand the criteria of value and authority:

»The gain is significant, we can even say that, through this new word, we have
at our disposal a conceptual precipitate that summarizes many of the -isms of the

contemporary world, and — what is now more urgent than anything — the possibility of

configuring a new cultural epistemology in order to explain recent phenomena™".

Unfortunately, Craciun notes, many of the contemporary Romanian
critics reduce the notion of canon to a simple hierarchy, within which post-
war literature is subject to some "emotional distortions":

,,INo matter how much you try today to rediscuss the big picture of this literature from an
axiological perspective, you inevitably end up with an axiological ranking, and another one put on
the page, often with nerves stretched, based on criteria... quasi-parochial. The problem of
reinterpreting our post-war literature is accompanied, in a subsidiary way — the observation was
made before— by the objective existence of at least three levels of perception of the forms considered
canonical: one official, another unofficial (underground) and one educational (school)™?.

As for the heated debates regarding the reconsideration of the literary
canon after 1990, Craciun adds, they center on the struggle for supremacy
between the 80’s and the 60’s generations of writers; and the phenomenon
must be analyzed, the critic emphasizes, more from a sociological and
political perspective rather than an aesthetic one:

,, Perhaps they [the 80’s writers] are no better than those before them, but, in any

case, they seem more interesting (sociological criterion). Perhaps their literature is not as
deep as the literature of the "60s, but it is certainly, nowadays, more attractive thematically

20 Qctavian Soviany, 2001, ,Ill-treated Writers”, in: Luceafirul (The Morning Star)
(Bucharest), Year XI (new series), no. 8, February 28, p. 23.
2l Gheorghe Criciun, 2001, ,,Value and Canon or About Suicide in the Aesthetic Garden of
Romanian Literature”, in: Obervator cultural (Cultural Observer), Bucharest, Year II, no.
57, March 27, p. 14.
2 Ibidem.
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and problematically (ontological criterion). It is possible that their texts are not so much
valuable as emblematic (aesthetic) of a certain cultural moment, it is also possible that
their success has its justification in the status of underground writer that they were forced
to accept for a long-time time, until 1990 (political criterion)”*.

Among the literary critics with a relatively neutral attitude, Marin
Mincu intervenes, in the investigation of the magazine Paradigma (The
Paradigm), to sanction the lack of theoretical training and even "discernment"
of many of the participants in the debate:

»The notion of the canon has become, after the publication of the Romanian
translation of Harold Bloom’s book, a kind of French key/monkey wrench in the language
of our literary criticism and theory, with which everything is assembled and dismantled
indiscriminately. We must say that the sudden inflation of the term-passepartout, with a
much wider epistemological bearing than it would seem at first sight, can only be explained
by a skillful manipulation. A large-scale sociological investigation should be made to
investigate how many of the improvised manipulators of all the forms derived from the
original etymon are really capable of perceiving the complex meanings involved in their

undifferentiated use of this quintessentially axiological operator™*.

The more objective position of the theorist and literary historian is laid
out in Viata romdneasca (The Romanian Life) literary magazine:

It is true that the revision of values is part of the evolutionary process of
literature, but we cannot obliterate everything, suddenly canceling any hierarchies to make
room for a literary promotion that wants to impose exclusively a single ‘canon’ and a
single direction of ‘canonization’. [...] We are currently in a period of prolonged stasis,
unable to discern between the organicity of the Romanian literary tradition and some
pernicious signals induced by the slogan of cultural globalization™.

Among the balanced voices also, Dumitru Tepeneag has several
interventions about the canon in the Contemporanul. Ildeea europeand (The
Contemporary Man. The European Ildea) magazine. The writer explains that,
far from being opposed to the old canon, he respects its principles. On the

other hand, the current attempts to revise the canon — argues Tepeneag — are

2 Ibidem.

24 Marin Mincu, 2001, ,,Canon and Axiology”, in: Paradigma (The Paradigm), Jassy, Year
9, no. 2, July-December, p. 1.

25 Marin Mincu, 2001, ,,Canon and Canonization”, in: Viata romédneascd (The Romanian
Life), Bucharest, Year XCVI, no. 7-8, July-August, p. 19.

82



Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe

normal and benign, compared to the cultural and spiritual disaster brought
about by the communist regime in Romania:

I know or suspect what the arguments of the supporters of the old canon
are. And in a way, I respect them. [...] I respect them, but I still cannot agree. If in
the debates about the literary canon I am presented Vulcanescu-type arguments
(change = risk of loss of cultural identity, etc.), I have a very simple reply: the biggest
change with loss of identity took place during the dictatorship, so either we have
already lost this identity (about which only we know!), or we have resisted, and in
this case we will also resist a simple literary canon change that actually happened
before in our cultural past™.

Also, Tepeneag appreciates that, despite their militancy, the '80

generation of writers will not change the canon until one of them "will dare"
to write a new history of Romanian literature:

»The ‘80 generation will not change the canon and will not modify the
hierarchy until the moment one of them will dare to write a history of Romanian
literature or at least of the 20th century. But not a fanciful, artificial and radically
subjective construction, like Mircea Cartarescu’s Postmodernism, but a true work
of literary history, albeit on other theoretical bases than those of the canon imposed
by G. Calinescu, and perpetuated by the critics of the 60-"70 generations™?'.

As for Eugen Simion, the critic expresses his views regarding the
canon dispute in two ways. On the one hand, directly, answering the questions
of Daniel Cristea-Enache in an interview in the magazine Adevarul literar si
artistic (The Truth, Literary and Artistical). Here, the critic points out that he
prefers, instead of the notion of "canon", the more generous and dynamic one
of "model":

I like the notion of model more than canon. Models are more numerous and
change faster in the literature. As a rule, literature manufactures itself the models it
needs, and criticism comes and establishes the canon or canons of a creative age. In
order for them to function and be fruitful, they must also be supported by a great
intellectual authority and be verified by exemplary literary works... Lovinescu and G.

26 Dumitru Tepeneag, 2001,,The Literary Canon and the >80 Generation of Writers Post-
scriptum”, in: Contemporanul. Ideea europeana (The Contemporary Man. The European
Ideea), Bucharest, Year XI (new seris), no. 8, March 1, p. 6.

27 Dumitru Tepeneag, 2001, ,,The Literary Canon and the *80 Generation of Writers”, in:
Contemporanul. Ideea europeana (The Contemporary Man. The FEuropean Ideea),
Bucharest, Year XI (new seris), no. 7, February 22, p. 8.
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Calinescu are, in the period I am referring to, the main canonizers. [...] I return to the
current discussion. It quickly became politicized and, for this reason, ended immediately.
Again postmodernism, again the "60 generation, again the conservatives and, of course,
our fierce Europeanists... An opportunity to repudiate again G. Calinescu who, as your
colleague, Mr. lon Bogdan Lefter, said, left us a legacy of a ‘great nuisance’, The

History of Romanian Literature, with its canon and everything... A nuisance, I observe,

that endures... But, in these terms, the debate about the canon is superfluous™.

The idea of the model associated with the notion of canon reveals in Eugen
Simion a critic with a classical view, for whom the canonical writers are exemplary
figures, whose works represent what is truly worthy of study by virtue of their
aesthetic value and their cultural-formative function. On the other hand, the critic’s
response to the turbulences and debates in the post-revolutionary Romanian
literary life consisted in the initiation and completion of an extremely important
lexicographic and historiographical work: The General Dictionary of Romanian
Literature. GDRL is the expression of his classic vision, which defines the canon
through the idea of "model". A fundamental research project of the Romanian
Academy, The General Dictionary of Romanian Literature displays, in an
encyclopedic format, a quasi-exhaustive image of national literature and culture.
Thus, in the spirit of previous great lexicographic projects, such as The Dictionary
of Romanian Literature from its Origins to 1900 or The Dictionary of Romanian
Writers, The General Dictionary of Romanian Literature surpasses them all in
scope and complexity, offering the public and the researchers for the first time a
complete working tool, in which the richness of the bio-bibliographic information
is skillfully combined with the quality of the critical and interpretative
commentary. From a canonical perspective, GDRL ranks Romanian writers on a
value scale at the top of which is Mihai Eminescu, followed by the "great writers":
LL. Caragiale, Ion Creangd, Vasile Alecsandri, Titu Maiorescu, loan Slavici,
George Bacovia, Ion Barbu, Lucian Blaga, E. Lovinescu, G. Célinescu, Nichita
Stanescu, Marin Preda, Marin Sorescu. As for the contemporary hierarchy of
writers, this can be found in the article about the *60 generation in GDRL: Nichita
Stanescu, Marin Preda, Marin Sorescu, Nicoale Breban, Stefan Banulescu, D.R.
Popescu, loan Alexandru, Ana Blandiana, Fanus Neagu, Adrian Paunescu, Sorin

28 Eugen Simion interviewed by Daniel Cristea-Enache, ,,The Truth, Literary and Artistical”, in:
Adevarul literar si artistic, Bucharest, Year X (new serie), no. 584, September 11, p. 9.
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Titel, Augustin Buzura, Mircea Martin, Valeriu Cristea, Nicolae Manolescu.
Received, initially, with restrained enthusiasm, with skepticism or even reluctance
(with the notable exception of Ion Simut, who supported the project step by step
in the post-1989 literary press), GDRL is not only the only work of such a scale in
our culture, but also one of an exceptional scientific and academic outfit. GDRL is,
at the same time, a comprehensive history of Romanian literature and its academic
canon as well.
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Abstract:

This article has two main stakes. The first, to suggest a hypothesis on the
genesis of the Anthology of Romanian Moralists among the other initiatives of Acad.
Eugen Simion, as a project expected and pursued for a longer period of time. The
second objective is to describe what are the main lines of the project started in 2021
and what are the preliminary data generated by the anthologies of texts collected
within this project. The early conclusions point to the agglutination of a moralistic
specificity, despite the diversity of the eras and currents in which the writers and
their anthologized works appeared.
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In 2021, two volumes of dialogues and interviews by Eugen Simion,
entitled Convorbirile mele [My Conversations], appeared at Tracus Arte
Publishing House?. The author motivates the collection of these texts,
covering more than half a century, by his desire to facilitate the reconstruction

! This article is written within the project: “Intelligent digital solutions for the research and
dissemination of ancient and premodern Romanian literature (INTELLIV)”, Contract no.: PN-III-
P4-PCE-2021-0300/ PCE 127 of 29/06/2022; director: Bogdan Cretu; Project under the aegis of
UEFISCDI; completion date: December 2024, and was read publicly during the Eugen Simion
Colloguium - Models of Romanian criticism, held in Bucharest, May 25-26, 2023.

2 Eugen Simion, 2021, Convorbirile mele..., 1 and 11, Bucuresti: Editura Tracus Arte.

87



Diversité et Identité Culturelle en Europe

of “the public biography of a literary critic™®, hoping, as he himself
acknowledges, to reveal “in a more direct way his ambitions and anxieties™.
The texts mark the critical points of the historical periods in which they were
recorded, together with their correspondences in the literary life of the time,
starting from the 1960s. And the ambitions and anxieties the critic was talking
about do not take long to appear clear, like the main theme of a sonata, which
is repeated, diversified, enriched and decanted in arborescent repetitions. We
mention here only two of the themes: the autonomy of aesthetics and the
theme of national identity in a wider, European context. The subject of this
text is related to the latter, but first, at least for its symbolic value, let us dwell
on a fragment from the last text of the Conversations. On October 6, 2019,
on the occasion of the 70th anniversary of the /nstitute of History and Literary
Theory “G. Calinescu”, the most seniors members, at that time, of the
Institute, Ionel Oprisan and Eugen Simion, have a discussion about
achievements, failures, objectives and perspectives. Asked if there was any
particular theme important to him that was not included, until then, in the
research plans of the Institute, the literary critic and historian answered

“Yes, there is. There are actually many. Let's say, for example, the topic of
Romanian moralism. We have great moralists, as we have great poets. They must be
published and commented on’”.

At the end of a long scientific activity that produced, among others,
the General Dictionary of Romanian Literature, the Chronology of Romanian
Literary Life and over 300 critical editions in the Fundamental Works series,
essential tools in fundamental research, Eugen Simion's response is of a rather
emotional nature. The subject of Romanian moralists seems to be for him an
isthmus that would link our national culture, through its identitary dimension,

to the family of European cultures, among which one should point out the

3 Eugen Simion, 2021, Convorbirile mele..., Vol. 1, Bucuresti: Editura Tracus Arte, p. VIL
(Original text: ,,...biografia publicd a unui critic literar...” - all translations belong to the
author of this article)

4 Ibidem, p. IX. (Original text: ,,...intr-un mod mai direct ambitiile si anxietitile...”).

5 Bugen Simion, 2021, Convorbirile mele..., Vol. 11, Bucuresti: Editura Tracus Arte, p. 421.
(Original text: ,,Da, existd. Existd chiar multe. Sa zicem, de pilda, tema moralismului
romdnesc. Avem mari moralisti, cum avem mari poeti. Trebuie publicati si comentati.”)
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French one, the homeland of moralism. It is, after all, the idea in the
hypothesis stage of a literary critic and historian, which, like any hypothesis,
must be tested by experiment. Eugen Simion writes extensively (over twenty
pages of DGLR, one of the most extensive additions to the 2" edition)® about
the hypothesis of moralism that follows literature, metabolizing history and
its turmoil into aesthetic buds of wisdom. We clearly understand the
phenomenon and take into account from the beginning the dissociation
between moralist and moralizer:

“...the moralist is the one who studies man and his morals, that is, his
philosophy of existence, with his virtues and vices, putting them all into
question, while the moralizer begins, in his speech, from an accepted morality
(a moral model based on principles already included in common morality),
indisputable, telling those who read or listen to him what they should do and
what not, what is good and what is bad’”.

If the first is a pedagogue engaged in connecting to a system, the
second is an observer concerned with mentalities. The critic uses both
typologies and admits different proportions from both, by virtue of the
complexity that morality can introduce into a construction, finding hybrid
authors, such as moralizing moralists (Miron Costin) and moralistic
moralizers (like Neagoe Basarab). The time of the experiment arrived soon
enough from the date of the dialogue mentioned earlier. In 2021, still a
pandemic year, the first meetings held in the online environment began with
the aim of establishing the list of authors proposed for inclusion in the work
called, at that time, the Dictionary of Moralists. Some names were accepted
in unanimous enthusiasm, others had wax wings at the end of the preliminary

¢ Eugen Simion, 2013, ,,Moralisti romani”, in: Dictionarul General al Literaturii Romdne,
Vol. 5, M-O, Editia a II-a, revizuita, adaugita si adusa la zi, Bucuresti: Editura Muzeului
National al Literaturii Roméane, pp 534-555.

7 Dictionarul General al Literaturii Romdne, ed. cit, p. 535. (Original text: “[...] moralistul
este acela care studiazd omul i morala lui, adica filosofia sa de existentd, cu virtutile si viciile
lui, punandu-le pe toate in discutie, pe cand moralizatorul pleacd, in discursul sau, de la o
morald acceptata (un model moral bazat pe principii intrate deja in morala comuna),
incontestabild, spunand celor ce-1 citesc sau il ascultd ce trebuie sa facd si sa nu faca, ce e
bine si ce e rau...”).
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discussions, and others “entered the field” after the break, replacing those that
could not perform well. It should also be noted that the center of gravity of
the group of moralists (just over one hundred) is given by writers reaching
their creative peak between 1850 and 1950, with illustrious and notable
exceptions, but less numerous from the chroniclers and from the writers of
the post-war period. We find almost all-important literary critics, the
generation of existentialists and the great scholars from the Carpatho-
Danubian-Pontic area.

Be it noted, incidentally, that postdoctoral research published in the
volume entitled Moralisti romdni [Romanian Moralists]®, signed by Marta-
Lucia Albu, ends with Slavici and Caragiale. The Anthology of moralists
moves the analysis mostly into the next century. A thorny issue, raised in
small but repeated volutes, was that of determining a method and especially
a model concept for the anthology of quotations. The object of this search,
the passage with moralistic nuance, could only be volatile, and the final
selection, as in many other such endeavors, says as much about the seeker,
his values and perceptual filters, as it says about the analyzed object. To speak
bluntly, we could say that the endeavor, being a pioneering one, operated with
all the related risks, resulting in significant gains, with the discovery of a rich
and unsuspected landscape, but also with some less satistying results. The
peculiarity of each writer and his positioning in various geographical and
temporal spaces, made it difficult to crystallize a unifying formula.

If the morality of the old Romanian literature proved to be an interface
of the Christian morality, from which it did not even intend to separate, the
century of nations reveals to us, through its exponents, the efforts to
agglutinate a portrait intended to be national, a search for identity that
managed to free the individual from the paremiological zone and religious
parenetics. The counterweight on the other pan of the balance with which the
man was weighed begins to change. It is no longer about the duty to God, but
about the duty to fellow men, the nation, and oneself.

8 Marta-Lucia Albu, 2013, Moralisti roméni — o abordare criticd, Bucuresti: Editura
Muzeului National al Literaturii Romane.
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Of course, other transformations followed in the interwar period, ending
with the modern and the “upside-down” moralism of the avant-garde writer lon
Barbu. The basic criterion of the selection was the illustration of an ethical content,
freed or not of religious valences. We sought the fragments that describe the
relationships between people, that contain reflections on human destiny and the
perennial values of humanity, that probe of the abysses of existence and shed light
on the dark corners of the self. In terms of form, we sought the aphoristic,
memorable and paradoxical formulation, the formulation that was surprising and
expressive, therefore valuable from an aesthetic point of view.

While the researchers' objective was to meet both criteria, meeting one
of them was still considered satisfactory. The result of this collective effort is
a significant number of collections, of various lengths, from which a coherent
corpus of quotations can be selected. However, the editorial phase was
deprived by the supervision of the initiator of the research, who was to
evaluate, sort and classify the results of the research team. It must be said that,
although Professor Eugen Simion had to prospect a considerable number of
authors, from a difficult and essential group of writers and critics, he managed
to submit his texts before his regrettable demise.

At the moment we have a corpus of over 1200 pages in A4 format to be edited
by the project team, under the guidance of Adrian Tudurachi and Paul Cemat.
Regarding the title, the working version agreed at this moment for the material
intended for publication is the Anthology of Romanian Moralists, and, for the
classification of texts, either the chronological or the thematic criterion will be used.

In the article “Focus: Eugen Simion. Ultimul proiect”, published at the
end of last year in Sfeaua magazine (no. 11-12 / 2022), Adrian Tudurachi,
who supervised and centralized the flow of texts and who has seen the entire
corpus of work, offers us a panoramic conclusion:

“Romanian writers as « moral people » are those who faced anxiety, who
looked into the abyss and chose to continue: of course, in a minor register, sotto

voice, not through major works, but by aphoristic micrologies. Nothing triumphalist
here, nothing about the supremacy of Romanian culture, nothing about its world
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value, but nothing depressing either. Eugen Simion's project is, in essence, the
construction of a pessimist who stubbornly seeks the bright areas .

The researcher from Cluj also wonders “why the exercise of projecting this
moral phantasm on Romanian culture was important”, answering a little later that:

“...it is, in general, a theme of the old age, when one is looking for solutions

to survival, when everyone tries to save something from the ruins of the era in which
210

they worked™™".

Is this anthology just another giant with feet of clay — giant, this time, in
terms of ambition — as the General Dictionary of Romanian Literature, in its first
edition, was called in the press of the time, an assumption that gradually consumes,
over time, the degrees of errors? Will this remain only an experiment woven
around a hypothesis? Only the passage of time will give the answer, especially
now, when the form of this selection of quotations is not definitive, and, from the
midst of things, the material looks like a continent where spaces with lush
vegetation border the arid areas. The Anthology of Moralists 1is still a rather
ongoing process. We have the map, but we have to explore the territory.
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Abstract:

THE BIOGRAPHICAL GENRE AND ITS TOPICALITY

The biographical genre held a special place in the sphere of literature: the
unsettled boundaries between living the experience and recording it, its passage into
fictional matter were arguments that forced the literary canon to include it in the
established system of literary genres.

The article below aims to present the biographical genre, in the analysis of
the critic Eugen Simion, by means of two elements, which, in my opinion,
paradigmatically structure this genre and are actually characteristic of any analysis
that accompanies it:

1. The first element regards the formal, compositional specificity
(classifications, subdivisions, rules of operation and specific clauses comprised in it).

2. The second element has to do with the content; it refers to the theme (here,
intimacy, the horizon of interiority, the metamorphoses of the self are a priority).

Key words:
Memoir, biographical, literary genre, popular culture, confession.

Résumé:

Le genre biographique a connu un état singulier dans la sphere de la
littérature : les confins inconstants entre le vécu et sa consigne et le passage de ce
qu’on vit en matiére fictionnelle ont été les arguments qui ont forcé le canon littéraire
a I’inclure dans le systéme consacré des genres littéraires.

L’article qui suit se propose de présenter le genre biographique analysé par
le critique Eugen Simion a travers deux éléments que je considére structurellement
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dans le paradigme du genre et qui caractérisent d’ailleurs toute analyse qui
I’accompagne :

1. Le premier vise le spécifique formel, de composition
(encadrements, compartiments, régles de fonctionnement et des clauses
spécifiques des especes qui le composent).

2. Le second est lié au contenu, il envoie au théme (ou on retrouve
comme prioritaires, invariablement : I’intimité, 1’horizon de I’intériorité, les
métamorphoses de soi).

Mots-clé:
Meémoire, biographique, genre littéraire, culture populaire, confession.

Avec une évolution constante (I'un des plus connus exemples étant
celui du journal qui, a travers les époques, passe des notes quotidiennes,
prosaiques ou des impressions de voyage vers l’intimité), les especes
biographiques suscitent, au méme niveau, |’intérét des connaisseurs-
chercheurs et du publique récepteur.

Avec des écrits comme Les genres biographiques ou La fiction du
journal intime, le critique Eugen Simion a envisagé une analyse ample et
minutieuse du domaine. A travers un horizon informatif notable, basé sur les
ceuvres théoriques employées et des applications sur les ceuvres des écrivains
qui couvrent une surface spatiale et chronologique ample, ces deux livres
prouvent les qualités d’une étude marquante, attractive et instructive pas
seulement pour un lecteur informé, mais pour tous ceux qui aiment la
littérature, par 1’éveil d’un vrai plaisir de lecture.

La plupart des analyses qui concernent les ceuvres d’inspiration
biographique regardent leur composition spécifique. Mais, au-déla du genre
commun et de la différence spécifique (la méthodologie de I’encadrement, les
confins fluides entre les espéces), qui sont des éléments communs, bien
connus, il y a la dimension de I’actualité, un sujet que je vois comme essentiel.
Une actualité qui ne vise pas seulement le contemporain, mais la durabilité,
une permanence. Ainsi, 1’étude qui suit se propose de déceler les motifs,
quelques constantes, qui font du genre biographique I’un toujours actuel.
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1. La valeur d’exemple. L’exemple d’un individu singulier.

Un premier motif serait I’élément central, I’idée d’une existence plus
ou moins exemplaire, mais réelle. Le biographique est une réponse pour un
besoin humain fondamental (car dans un mémorial on peut entrevoir les
motifs psychologiques qui ’ont produit : la nécessité de s’individualiser,
I’orgueil, I’exacerbation de soi, le dédoublement). Eugen Simion considérait
que les mémoires ne sont jamais naives ; il parle d’une conscience personnelle
qui pousse le mémorialiste a s’offrir comme un modéle d’existence. On peut
voir comme liée a ce motif I’exacerbation qui ressemble a 1’aliénation
prouvée par celui qui se confesse. Une aliénation au sens sain du terme, car a
travers elle l’individu se métamorphose dans un véritable personnage
littéraire. Mais, comme une contrepartie de 1’aliénation on remarque que
I’orgueil de la personnalité vient a soutenir le mythe de la totalité¢, un mythe
essentiel pour le mémorialiste. Son désir de recomposer une existence dans
une ceuvre, son ambition d’intégrité et d’une survie au-dela de la finitude de
I’étre pousse le critique a le comparer avec un Sisyphe dont les tiches
impliquent des travaux pénibles :

»Mettre en ordre le désordre d’un temps révolu, trouver un fil, une logique
et une continuite, un sens de la vie et une philosophie de vie dans les fragments d 'une
biographie bouleversée, pleine de toute sorte de contradictions [...], découvrir dans
« 'amas des lambeaux sales » la ligne grave, essentielle et irrépétible d’une
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destinée”, celle-ci serait la charge toujours épuisante du mémorialiste”.

Pour ce premier motif qui vise I’actualité du genre biographique il y a
un autre mythe que le critique analyse scrupuleusement, le mythe de Narcisse,
mais un Narcisse de 1’intérieur, qui sonde ses profondeurs et emploie
I’écriture intime comme miroir :

»INarcisse n’est seulement le mythe de [’homme amoureux de son image,

mais aussi le mythe de [’homme qui scrute son visage dans le miroir de [ 'oeuvre pour

déchiffrer le mystére de son étre” >

! Eugen Simion, 2008, Genurile biograficului, Bucuresti: Fundatia Nationala pentru Stiinta
si Artd, p. 61.
2 Ibidem, p. 70.
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Mais, en méme temps il ne faut pas omettre le paradoxe que le critique
souligne, entre cette exacerbation de soi et le camouflage, la censure (si
fréquentes dans les mémoires): ,,Les mémoires ne sont qu’a demi sincéres”,
une conviction qui regarde 1’ego, le souci pour I’image posthume qui
détermine le mémorialiste a chatier son discours et son image.

Les motifs psychologiques qui encouragent la confession visent aussi
I’autre partie, c’est a dire I’impulsion ontologique du lecteur, d’un récepteur
avide de connaitre et d’examiner 1’altérité. Sur les traces de Philippe Lejeune,
le critique analyse constamment le rapport d’interdépendance des deux podles,
entre le désir d’informer, de transmettre de celui qui témoigne et la curiosité
humaine de celui qui regoit le t¢émoignage.

En observant les degrés de cette exhibition de I’étre dans 1’époque
contemporaine, on voit comme le spécifique du genre autobiographique se
moule sur la capacité de surprendre les identités de plus en plus instables du
présent ou symptomatiques pour ce qu’on appelle popular culture. De ce
point de wvue, Eugen Simion considérait que, dans la phase du
postmodernisme 1’exemplarité s’accoutume avec un univers existentiel de
plus en plus sollicitant a cause du fragmentaire et des dislocations en brisant
les tabous. ,,L’horizon d’attente” se plie sur les demandes du marché, les
gotlts des lecteurs (un publique qui, souvent, laisse de coté les criteres
esthétiques) et 1’échelle des valeurs est redéfinie :

,Les mémoires postmodernes ne se proposent pas d faire I’homme plus sage,

mais seulement de le séduire. Une nouvelle pédagogie se profile ainsi dans I’espace

qu’on étudie ici: la pédagogie de la séduction et celle de la rentabilité”.?

Le critique analyse l’impact des crises intérieures, de la crise
d’identité, sur les écrits intimes et il observe, sur les traces de Valérie Raoul,
un jeu entre le dedans et le dehors qu’on peut considérer emblématique pour
les changements que le genre biographique ait connus a travers les époques.
Ce jeu partirait des voix du verbe ,,connaitre” et ses fonctions dans la
littérature de type confession. Ainsi, ,,se connaitre”, c’est-a-dire la structure
réfléchie ou I’accent est mis sur la quéte de soi, serait fréquente dans le journal

3 Ibidem, p. 167.
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intime authentique, ceuvre du passé. Mais, de nos jours, la voix qui gagne part
de celle structure réfléchie pour attribuer un rdle significatif au récepteur ;
cette voix aurait une dimension passive : ,,se faire connaitre” (commun pour les
mémoires, 1’autobiographie ou le roman-journal) deviendrait 1’apanage de la
biographie commerciale, celle qui vend et qui vante la personne du confesseur.

C’est le moment ou I’image du mémorialiste ,,pédagogue” céde la
place a I'un complétement dégagé, vip, le genre de succes, qui affiche comme
modele d’existence le modele de la réussite personnelle :

wes réflexions sur la vie, alors qu’elles existent, ne conseillent pas la
sagesse, la paix intérieure, la discrétion, [’amour conjugal affectueux et durable (des
valeurs traditionnelles), mais tout au contraire, des valeurs que les humanismes

antérieurs encadraient dans le chapitre du négatif. Un renversement complet des

hiérarchies intérieures et un nouveau type de confession narrative”.*

On assiste a une préeminence de soi, qui fait exces de 1’indiscrétion et qui
laisse de c6té la valeur artistique pour exploiter les détails mordants. Le critique parle
de nouveaux moyens de mise en scene (la biographie commerciale) et de nouvelles
valeurs (la vie sexuelle, des secrets de famille, les troubles de la vie personnelle), un
,petit enfer” de I’individu qui fait le délice de ’audience dans tous les médias.

De 14, la distinction que le critique fait entre la biographie commerciale et
celle traditionnelle, littéraire. Le c6té marchandise est choisi par I’individu de
succes, qui rejette 1’isolement et la discrétion, des valeurs essentielles pour une
confession classique, a la recherche d’une image de succés qui, souvent, est en
quéte de I’ostentatoire. Le critique met face a face les deux profils : le mémorialiste
classique, sage, qui se retire en réclusion ou en soi, a la différence de I’individu de
succes, mémorialiste qui aime la lumiére des réflecteurs, la notoriété.

Derriére toute confession serait un biographe dont I’ambition serait de
créer ,,un personnage qu’il puisse rendre mémorable a travers la qualité de son
discours”> C’est pourquoi le critique insiste sur le souci que le mémorialiste
devrait manifester envers le coté artistique de son écrit ; le souci pour le pacte avec
la littérature. La cohérence et 1’expression de la narration seraient des qualités
indispensables pour un discours qui autrement ne pourrait pas s’imposer, ne
pourrait pas passer 1’épreuve du temps. Quoique la dimension artistique serait

4 Ibidem, p. 43.
5 Ibidem, p. 201.
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souvent involontaire, les théoriciens du genre 1’analysent comme une partie
essentielle des écrits intimes. Par exemple, R. Cesereanu croit qu’il existe un vrai
Ltempérament artistique” du mémorialiste. Elle aussi fait appel au mythe de
Narcisse, car tout mémorialiste serait un narcissique (auteur, héros ou narrateur) et
le ,,narcissisme serait un signe de la littérature, sous aucune forme de I histoire”.°
Drailleurs, tous ceux qui se penchent au-dessus du genre biographique identifient
deux voix temporelles bien distinctes : celle du passé, de 1’événement et des faits,
d’autre part, celle du présent, affective et stylistique. Par conséquent, le temps réel,
vécu, serait ’apanage de I’histoire, avec son cote de testament et un contenu
objectif, et le temps de la confession, caractérisé par la filtration subjective des
événements et surtout par la liberté stylistique du narrateur, serait reviendrait a la
littérature. Quoique le beau style, qui peut falsifier le discours, serait une réalité
souvent rencontrée dans les écrits de confession, Eugen Simion tire un signal
d’alarme contre I’artificiel qui affaiblit la confession, au sens de I’ostentatoire, de
la recherche du choc.

En conclusion, on observe que le mémorialiste a depuis toujours
prouvé le désir de s’offrir comme un modele d’existence. Du caractére
didactique ou moralisateur, on arrive a I’exhibition contemporaine, mais au-
dela des époques on décele une constante, celle pour laquelle G. Gusdorf
employait le terme ,mythistoire”, car pour le théoricien francais
I’autobiographie ne représentait pas la vérité, mais une utopie de ’homme.

2. La valeur de témoignage

Etroitement liée & la promotion de soi-méme, la valeur de témoignage
est une conséquence directe de la crédibilité que la premicre personne offre
au discours. Le besoin ou le désir de connaitre un étre et, a travers celui, une
époque implique des caractéristiques essentielles du biographique
(autenticité, vraisemblance).

3. La valeur historique, documentaire
Etroitement 1ié a la valeur antérieure on retrouve le jeu entre le dedans
et le dehors (le rapport littérature — histoire/ société). Pour le critique Eugen

¢ Ruxandra Cesereanu, 2005, Gulagul in constiinta romdneascd. Memorialistica si literatura
inchisorilor si lagarelor comuniste, lasi: Polirom, p. 11.
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Simion il est impossible de disjoindre les espéces biographiques et I’actualité
historique, la pression que le contexte social met sur I’intimité. C’est pourquoi il
insiste sur I’impact des crises existentielles significatives de la derniere décennie
sur le mental humain (au niveau individuel et collectif). Un siécle qui porte la
marque du catastrophique, hanté par des questions existentielles et la sensation
d’une condition humaine absurde, ,,I’époque classique de la guerre” entraine une
tournure considérable dans la sensibilit¢ humaine et demande des confessions sur
le vif / sur le nu. Cette valeur historique serait pour le critique semblable a un
testament, une prophétie, qui ferrait du mémorialiste un témoin de I’histoire, avec
une personnalité capable de s’estomper en faveur du contexte socio-politique.
C’est une optique fréquente parmi les théoriciens du genre, celle que

.l ‘auteur des mémoires contribue plus a [’histoire de son époque qu’a son

histoire ; I’histoire personnelle s’inscrit dans [’histoire générale et objective”.’

En conséquence, au-dela des manques inévitables (I’optique
subjective et les blocages de la mémoire), les écrits intimes fonctionnent
comme aide-mémoire pour soi, mais aussi au sens collectif.

Le critique observe que, dans la littérature roumaine, le mémorial
représente une pratique plus ancienne que celle du journal intime, car les
roumains ont toujours accordé beaucoup d’importance a I’histoire et ont lié
leur destin individuel de ses caprices. De I’hypostase d’un individu qui ait
vécu ou vienne en contact avec la description d’une histoire abominable, le
lecteur moderne s’avére méfiant devant la fiction. L’individu, trompé ou
séduit par les chimeres des idéologies, a payé cher son innocence, donc il
ressent le besoin d’une expression qui soit celle d’une expérience authentique,
vraisemblable. La conclusion que le critique extrait vise justement la force
que les écrits du soi montrent par rapport & un contexte socio-historique
turbulent et imprévisible :

L imagination n’est plus au pouvoir [...] ou, mieux dit, [’'imagination, pour

conserver sa force a besoin, au début du XXI siecle de documents concrets de

[’existence, a besoin du support du vécu, la fiction est devenue insuffisante”.®

7 G. Gusdorf, 1991, Auto-bio-graphie, Paris: Editions Odile Jacob, apud Eugen Simion, op.
cit.,p. 17.
8 Eugen Simion, 2005, Fictiunea jurnalului intim, vol. 1, Bucuresti : Ed. Univers
Enciclopedic, p. 9.
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D’ici une entic¢re avalanche de dépositions qui regardent les atrocités
des régimes de dictature, encouragées par la dimension psychanalyste qui
soulage. C’est la fonction de témoignage, ce que Tzvetan Todorov nommait
la mémoire ,,exemplaire™, celle qui a 1’obligation de ne pas oublier, de
consigner et d’éviter ainsi de reprendre le drame.

4. La valeur d’inspiration, des sources pour la littérature ,,majeure”

Les especes biographiques offrent de nombreux degrés de fiction: du
manuscrit que 1’écrivain peut prétendre avoir trouvé (une technique littéraire
bien connue, trés répandue) jusqu’aux écrits hybrides: roman-mémoires,
roman-¢épistolaire, roman-journal. Exploités pour I’impression d’authenticité,
d’aprés le modele Gide et du roman existentialiste, on les trouve dans la
littérature roumaine chez Eliade, 1’école de Targoviste et les textualistes.

Mais le genre biographique a été vu aussi comme laboratoire de
création. Alors qu’elles ne deviennent par elles mémes littérature ou n’ont pas
une intention clairement artistique, les espéces biographiques offrent de
nombreuses clés de lecture et d’interprétation pour 1’ceuvre de fiction.

En méme temps, le genre biographique aide ce qu’on appelle la
critique interne. Cette critique envoie a la maniére dans laquelle on peut nouer
les documents intimes et les informations extérieurs au texte. On obtient ainsi des
données révélatrices sur le mémorialiste, comme personne en chair et en os, mais
surtout en ce qui regarde la genese des ceuvres, son acte de constitution, les étapes,
ses sources d’inspiration, projets, rythme, essors et impasses.
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Abstract:

In most of his books (Timpul trairii, timpul marturisirii. Jurnal parizian,
Sfidarea retoricii. Jurnal german, Fragmente cririce, Fictiunea jurnalului intim,
Genurile biograficului), Eugen Simion focused on the essential theme of the ideal
critic and that of the aesthetic criticism. How did he managed to get closer, as time
passed, to what he understood of these notions, to what he wished, first from himself,
as an author, we find, as well as from his books, also from few interviews and also
from his volumes of Dialogues with Petru Dumitriu and Dialogues with Andrei
Grigor. This way, we find out from the confessions of his journals, but also from the
dialogues with other writers, how the critic Eugen Simion sees/analyses himself, how
he looks at himself in relation to the others and, especially, what he understands by
the critic’s mission/the destiny of the literary critic, into an outline of self-portrait
that mirrors the profound self versus the biographical self.

Keywords:

Diaries; autobiographical essays; interviews; diary; metamorphosis on the
way of the act of work; the deep self vs the biographical self; the mission of the
writer/literary critic.

If at the beginning (the period of the first books, from Proza lui
Eminescu to Scriitori romdni de azi I-1I), Eugen Simion did not seem very
interested in the theme of biographical genres, nor in the confessions of others
or his very own as a form of subjective literature, the radical change in his
discourse occurred after his experience in France - Jurnalul parizian, the
notes from 1970 to 1973; it was a first milestone in which he revised his
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opinions, which up to that point had been in line with Roland Barthes or G.
Calinescu, who did not believe much in this category of the intimate journal,
considered somewhat outside of literature. The “French traineeship” modified
his perspective and critical style, as he admitted, bringing him closer to
literary theory and diary writing. E. Simion would “open up”, one by one,
through Timpul trdirii, timpul mdrturisirii, Intoarcerea autorului, Fictiunea
Jjurnalului intim and Genurile biograficului, another theme and “another way
to access my criticism”.

Here, for the chosen subject — a few sketches of Eugen Simion’s
(self)portrait —, we have addressed the two actual journals as well as the two
volumes of Convorbiri (i.e., conversations) (with Petru Dumitriu and Andrei
Grigor), but the research - and implicitly the search for confessions for an
extensive critical (self)portrait - may also be extended to some interviews
(those with George Arion or Viorel Cacoveanu are eloquent and considered
by Eugen Simion to express, in specific intervals — 1981, 1989, 1990 — his
moral and aesthetic position for different moments of our “complicated
history’), prefaces/afterwords to almost all reissued books (including those
dedicated to confessional literature/biographical genre), round tables/The
Symposia of Young Critics under the auspices of FNSA, relaunches of
magazines — “Caiete Critice”, “RITL” etc., therefore everything even
remotely related to the confessional genre. In order to sketch a model of the
ideal critic in general and of Eugen Simion himself in particular, we have
addressed some of these books, especially Jurnalele (Parisian Diary and
German Diary), for the “first” Eugen Simion, the still young writer, around
the age of 40-50; then Moartea lui Mercutio, Fragmentele critice, Genurile
biograficului, as well as prefaces/postscripts to revised editions, but also
various interviews (for the intellectual who reached the full maturity of his
creation, between 50 and 70 years old); and, most importantly, Convorbirile
with Petru Dumitriu and Andrei Grigor — a kind of conclusive programmatic
writings, which bring together themes and obsessions of a life devoted to
literature, for the writer who reached old age and implicitly his apogee, at 70
years old and beyond, still active, but sometimes contested because of his
classicization (he, of all people, perceived as an old-school/traditional/
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conservative critic and so on, he who, among other things, had discussed
autofiction in our literary market even before it became a favourite topic of
debate of the young 2000 Generation). Rereading fragments or entire chapters
from books that we had previously read during our college years and later,
the conclusion would be that Eugen Simion himself becomes an integral part
of the diaristic genre in our country, writing about it as a theorist - somewhat
of a “pioneer” in the native territory, at least through his work Fictiunea
Jjurnalului intim - but also of his own discourse, practising the confessional
style, which he discusses in his books of criticism. Probably after his Parisian
experience, when he became familiar with the fashionable diaries of French
and European authors, Simion was to be irreversibly drawn to this genre,
which he had not resorted to until Timpul trairii...; he would write about the
journals of others and kept his own journal, researching the issue of diary
writing, of confessions, from both the outside and the inside of the
phenomenon. The biographical theme became, over time, a priority in Eugen
Simion’s work, manifested through several predominant sub-themes, true
obsessions of creation: the image (myth) of the father/grandfather, the fear of
death, the censorships from within me/from outside me, the (vice of) truth,
the worship of friendship, the moral relationship between the work and the
one who writes it, le moi profond/the deep self vs le moi superficiel/the
biographical self, le dedans vs le dehors, the myth of Femios - the symbol of
the creator/artist who fights by any means to survive, etc.: “/ am a good
reader of intimate journals, memoirs, autobiographies, correspondences. The
biographical genre... fascinates me. A good reader, because I have patience
and, while reading the confession, I meditate on it. A thoughtful reading.
Diligent, because I read a lot, not indiscriminately, but I don’t go by the
author’s celebrity either. Sometimes I am greatly surprised. Simple people
who put their lives on paper and are interesting. It is a justification for their
existence, it is a structure of existence, as Barthes says, who, however, makes
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the mistake of emptying this structure of what we could call its destiny”.

'E. Simion, 2003, Timpul trairii, timpul marturisirii, in: Manual de trudire a cuvdntului, p. 26.
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From these thoughts, the preamble is born for what would become
Fictiunea jurnalului intim trilogy. Like other colleagues of his generation,
including Marin Preda, Octavian Paler, and Nichita Stanescu, Eugen Simion’s
literature is also marked by confession - even if not from his first books:

“The late Papu once reproached me (in the early 1970s) that I am too
withdrawn in my critical discourse, that I do not expose myself, I avoid confession.
Maybe he was right, I wouldn’t know. Anyway, his curses have reached me. I have
written a study, Fictiunea jurnalului intim, of over 1000 pages about confession...”

The dialogues with interlocutors such as George Arion, Viorel
Cacoveanu, Caius Dragomir, and especially Petru Dumitriu and Andrei
Grigor explore this space of the critic’s disclosure, the departure from the
ivory tower and his descent into reality, practically the transition from the
objectivity of studies to a desired unleashing of subjectivity:

“When I start a book, I have a vague idea about its structure. Writing it, the
structure establishes itself. In recent years, while writing about biographical genres
(including the intimate diary), I have given great importance to the fragment and the
subjective element. The critic no longer wants to be outside the equation. He then
introduces his own discourse into the critical discourse. It is probably also a reflex
of immediate history. The Revolution (of 1989) provoked in us the revolt of an overly
oppressed subjectivity...” 3

CRITICAL MOTIVATION.

Critical models, Strategies

The author makes several confessions about his approach to this
difficult and demanding territory of literary criticism, about the call he felt in
college and immediately after, when E. Simion had not yet turned 30:

“I began to feel the taste of criticism when George Ivascu gave me a column

in ‘Contemporanul’ in the early ‘60s, and Paul Georgescu invited me to collaborate
with ‘Gazeta literara’; in 1962, I joined the editorial team of ‘Gazeta Literara’. 1

2E. Simion, 2004, In ariergarda avangardei. Convorbiri cu Andrei Grigor, p. 217.
3 Ibidem, pp. 347-348.
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had the feeling that our task was Romanian literature. The young generation was,
99 4

as they say, entering the fight”.

Eugen Simion was part of a new critical generation of the 1960s,
alongside Nicolae Manolescu, Matei Calinescu, Lucian Raicu, Valeriu Cristea,
true commentators who counterbalanced the already outdated team of Proletkult
critics from the 1950s: 1. Vitner, M. Novicov, S. Toma et tutti quanti:

“We all defended back then, in the mid ‘60s, the cause of creative criticism
because we wanted to overthrow the authority of dogmatic, sociologizing,
ideological criticism... I still believe today in the power of creative criticism, but 1
no longer easily believe in the idea that good, intelligent criticism can justify a
serious error in judgement. Calinescu says that a penetrating, intelligent critic, a
recreator of works (as any literary critic worthy of this name should be), cannot be
unjust - even when he deliberately wants to be. More precisely: when, for subjective
reasons, he wants to challenge an aesthetically valid work [...] A great critic cannot
destructively criticise a great work for strictly subjective reasons. No matter how
uncomfortable the individual who wrote it may be or how foreign the writer’s
ideology may be to him, the true critic yields to aesthetic truth [...] A critical project
based solely on ‘creative errors’ cannot be viable over time. Analysing 10 books, we
may be mistaken once or twice, but if we are mistaken 9 times and judge correctly
only once, it means we are not perceptive, intelligent critics and recreators of works.
Creation cannot cover, in all cases, the deficiencies of taste and the immorality of
the spirit”

The assumed critical models are the well-known native classics - Titu

Maiorescu, E. Lovinescu, Tudor Vianu, G. Calinescu -, to whom the French ones
would be added later: Jean-Pierre Richard, Roland Barthes, Jean Rousset:

“I know very well that I wanted to do literary criticism and my readings have
been oriented in this direction from the beginning. G. Calinescu and Tudor Vianu
were my models. [...] There is another important moment in my intellectual life: the
preparation of the study on E. Lovinescu... I have read Lovinescu in its entirety and
1 have read, so to speak, his era and intellectual sources. It was a revelation. Writing
about him, I adopted a moral model. A transfer that was half voluntary, half
imposed... Imposed without me knowing it by contagion. I have discovered, by
following his work, a man who sacrificed everything (social career, emotional life)
for literature. [...] A strong character, a writer of class. I came out of this adventure

4 E. Simion, 1998, Sunt un sceptic care cautd motive sd se mantuiascd, in Fragmente critice
11, p. 13-14.

E. Simion, 2004, op. cit., pp. 246-247, pp. 250-252.
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a different person from the one I was when I entered. I am sure of this fact. I believe
I have developed my own style and set my model”.°

From the confrontation with Lovinescu, the critic admits, he managed
to understand himself and establish a moral and intellectual model that he
would not abandon until the end of his life; it is the consciousness of critical
vocation. In a dialogue with Caius Dragomir about literature models (in
Modelele literaturii from Fragmente critice), he responds to the classic
formative question, “What role has literature played in your life?”;
practically, a primordial role:

“I owe literature several things: a) it saved me, literally; in the early ‘60s,
when [ started to write, I had no identity; literary criticism gave me an intellectual
and social opportunity; b) literature has become a way of life; it may be an inflated
Statement, but that is how things happen; c) literature moulds you, it forces you to
have a vision of the world, to assume the burden of the world, whether you want to
or not; d) I would like to say: literature pushes the world forward, I still don’t know
ifit’s true; e) the bad part is that, if you take it seriously, literature prevents you from
doing anything else; and what is more curious and serious: you no longer want to
do anything else, always doing literature. When I am asked: What is your hobby? 1
look at the person who asks me in amazement: What do you mean? Can I do

something else? [...]”.

The author then shares some of his critical strategies. He first
highlights the strategies of his predecessors — Maiorescu’s criticism of
aesthetic identification, Lovinescu’s aesthetic centripetalism, and then his
own strategy of approaching the work as a whole/from the rearguard of the
avant-garde:

“Maiorescu’s criticism is based on the aesthetic identification of the work
and, in this sense, his concern is to establish clear boundaries, to remove ambiguities
surrounding the work, Lovinescu has a different strategy: he called it aesthetic
centripetalism... the concept suits him as well: the critic positions himself from the
beginning at the aesthetic heart of the work and shuttles back and forth between the
centre and the edges of creation (external causes, models etc.). Interpretation goes
hand in hand with aesthetic identification, or perhaps the order of the terms is: |

o E. Simion, 1998, In dialog cu Caius Dragomir, despre modelele literaturii, in Fragmente
critice 11, p. 384.

7 Ibidem, pp. 382-383.
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identify (recognise the work aesthetically, say yes or no), and as I justify it
aesthetically, I analyse it [...] Keeping proportions, what is my technique? I like to
view and receive the work as a whole. And I want the work to present itself as a

whole, in its fullness and complexity. For this, any method is, in principle, acceptable

if it leads me towards what is essential in the work, that is, towards its symbols [...]”

In a way, following Barthes’ line, “a spirit situated in the rearguard of
the avant-garde”, Eugen Simion chooses a good place for observation, i.e.,
not far from the battlefield, but not too close either to waste his time with
“street fights” (read: café gossip, polemics in newspapers, malicious notes
etc.). He “sets up his tent” in the rearguard of the avant-garde:

“Skipping stages and models: I participated in the battle of the 1980s writers with
my own critical means and from the perspective given to me by the study of European

modernity. 1 knew where this resurgence came from and surely where it was heading. The

critic is not an infantryman, he is a strategist and an enlightened chronicler”.’

THE MOTIVATION OF CONFESSION

Contemporary Mythologies. Weaknesses of Romanian culture.
Spiritual dilemmas

Returning to “the confessor” Eugen Simion, the author declares
himself a restless individual who aspires to a state of contemplation and
argues for his openness to confession, the motivation for confession:

“Why does a person need to confess? To discover their identity in a world that
tends to destroy it, and to defend their identity in a society, such as the modern one, where,
according to Sartre, everything is a relationship of relationships. What is my place in this
relationship of relationships? And above all, who am I? I who thinks and experiences all
of this... As for me, I have a special reason (others probably have it too, but they do not
confess it): after being a literary critic for a long time, always talking about others, 1
realised at some point that 1 systematically sacrifice myself, my voice only indirectly and
cautiously enters my discourse. The diary is a form of escape from criticism. It is the
revenge, the protest of my subjectivity”."°

8 E. Simion, 2004, op. cit., pp. 218-219.
% Ibidem, pp. 219-220.
10°E. Simion, 1998, Sunt un sceptic care cautd motive s se mantuiascd, in Fragmente critice II, pp.11-12.
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In his journal, E. Simion configures conversations or interviews that
revolve around all obsessions of creation. He then discusses the mythologies
of contemporaneity, fantasies that become myths or replace old models: the
myth of the teacher is replaced by that of the scientist, literature is replaced
by technology; the fantasy of travel; the dramatic decline of intellectual
professions; the fantasy of quick enrichment; the model of the resourceful
individual; the consequent diminution of the myth of the moral and religious
individual; the age of intolerance, and so on:

“Memory is inhabited by fantasies. And these fantasies come from
somewhere, from a social and essential experience, kindness exists, and without it,
we could not live. Kindness, tolerance, human solidarity, Christian mercy. When you
think everything is lost, you come across a stranger who encourages you through
their kindness, their decency and common sense. The three B’s [ T.N. — from bunatate

‘kindness’, bundcuviinta ‘decency’, bun sim¢ ‘common sense’] that probably

constitute the formula of this vitamin of common existence”.!!

Somehow, the author believes, we replace our own biography with the
fantasies of literature, or “perhaps the other way around”. In his confessions
and conversations, Eugen Simion often points out several typical flaws of
Romanian culture/generic weaknesses of Romanians: Adamism, the complex
of inertia; vegetative spirit; anomie (incivility); exaggerated individualism;
skepticism and proverbial prudence, lack of trust in the future; transactional
spirit, according to a formula by M. Ralea; criticism; the complex of discord;
cultural cloning/culture in leaps/working in small spaces; Balkanism; the
complex of our historical delay and identity, marginality; ideological/
politicised evil (the writer should neglect politics, stay away from it - by
getting into politics, they will neglect or parasitise their work etc.); the
untranslatability of our great poetry (and implicitly, the tragedy of restricted
circulation of our language); the lack of a philosophy of existence in the
Romanian novel; the complex of having too many complexes and not being
able to get rid of them, and so on. Moreover, the dilemmas and essential
questions raised by Eugen Simion in his discussions (with Petru Dumitriu,
with Andrei Grigor, even with Aurora Cornu) are inevitably spiritual: Where

g, Simion, 1998, Convorbiri cu Petru Dumitriu, p. 189.
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do you think the current world is heading?, What has humanity lost in this
century?, What has it gained?, What should it recover?. Then, the critic
practises the Barthesian / like, I don’t like game; How do you see the destiny
of Romanian culture? (caught between the two extremes of identity
obsession, the frustration of minor culture in the face of the West, and the
post-Protochronist arrogance of Mioritic pride); What chances does it have,
caught between nationalism and globalisation, to be accepted in Europe?; Is
there a new crisis of culture? etc. Finding himself at the time of confessions
(Timpul Marturisirii), the still young critic (40 years old in 1973, having
completed Jurnalul parizian) considered Paris a “time of knowledge” (and
leaving it means mythologising, “moving from the time of experience to the
time of confession [...] from nonfiction to literature, in fact, the literature of
nonfiction”) and admitted that the idea of a second doctorate in France with
Jean-Pierre Richard seemed an unacceptable affectation, because he already
had a doctorate in Romania; the Sorbonne stage actually helped him clarify
himself, find himself, realise that his destiny would not be fulfilled there, in
Paris, but in Romania:

“I am therefore 40 years old, an age at which in the previous century women
were already grandmothers and men were preparing to retire to the countryside.
And I have not yet written the great work, the fundamental projects are ahead of me,
only now, after the French experience, do I see more clearly and understand better

my Romanian destiny [...]”.}?

This symbolic statement was explained 30 years later, in Convorbiri
cu Andrei Grigor:

“It was then that I realised that youth (which can excuse many things and
can promise a lot) is starting to fall behind. And I had not yet written my essential
works. France changed something important in my mentality. It was, in fact, a
fundamental experience for my intellectual and moral formation. [...] I never
seriously considered giving up Romanian culture. Because that is what it is about.
Nor other elements related to my nature and roots. Needless to say, I love the
Romanian world, I feel good among Romanians, even when Romanian intellectuals
exasperate me. And this happens almost every day. In the 1970s, an intellectual had

12 B, Simion, 2003, Timpul trdirii, timpul mdrturisirii, in Manual de trudire a cuvantului, p.
22.
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many reasons to lose hope. He also had reasons to return. Subjective and objective

reasons: belonging to a culture, the feeling of identity, family etc. [...] What saved

me? Perhaps the belief that evil is not eternal and that my vocation is not failure”."®

In 1998, Simion emphasised, in a conversation with Caius Dragomir,
that the French moment had come in time, as a “fundamental experience” at
the age of 37, in Paris, understanding the new criticism and especially
embracing his condition as a Romanian man of letters, but with openness and
European recognition:

“Paris washed away my prejudices and gave me a genuine European taste;
then I healed from all the complexes of the Romanian intellectual [...] I returned

after 3 years... with a great peace in my spirit. If I can do anything, let me do it here,

in Romanian culture. The rest is no longer up to me. I do not regret my decision”."*

In 2004, in a dialogue with Andrei Grigor, the critic concluded that
his time in France had altered his perspective and even his critical style. By
its fifth edition in 2006, Timpul trairii... had already become a classic in the
field of creative diary writing:

“Perhaps no other fictional literary genre is as diverse in reception as
confessional literature, which spontaneously or memoiristically records events [...]
When I started this Parisian journal, somewhat reluctantly, I did not realise that the
theme of biography would become a permanent theme in my criticism. An obsessive

metaphor, as thematic criticism calls it, a phantom that has haunted me ever since,

constantly confused me and ultimately determined my critical programme”."

The diaristic genre is also fiction, according to the strong conviction expressed
by Eugen Simion, commenting on a statement by Valéry: every confession inevitably
contains fiction; every intimate journal is a fiction of nonfiction. Challenging rhetoric,
the author’s second journal, the “German” one from 1985, came as a logical
continuation of 7impul trairii, almost a decade later, dissecting favourite themes - the
Myth of Femios, the myth of Scheherazade, speaking about Mircea Eliade, Emil
Cioran, or the young Eugen lonescu and about cultures of modesty, like the Romanian

13 E. Simion, 2004, op. cit., p.272.

14 E. Simion, 1998, In dialog cu Caius Dragomir, despre modelele literaturii, in Fragmente
critice 11, p. 385.

5 g, Simion, 2006, Timpul trairii, timpul marturisirii, Cuvant inainte la editia a cincea, pp.
20-21 and p. 509.
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one, opposed to guilt cultures. The fragments from a journal - Semne si sensuri (Which
implicitly become literature, upon the departure of his father, Dragomir Simion, to
whom this book is dedicated) and Jurnalul german, which concludes the volume are
more important for the present topic:

“But I realise that I have started to make literature. And my mind isn’t on
literature; my spirit is suspicious and my pain refuses to be put into words. So many
famous sentences about death come to my mind, but no sentence can encompass and
reconcile the feeling of a son losing his parent... I have feared this separation since
childhood. My childhood nightmares were always about the inexplicable
disappearance of my father [...] I do not understand people who, in such
circumstances, become philosophers and find arguments to justify the evil that
occasionally strikes us so brutally, leaving us alone and desperate in front of an
empty world. Because one thing is certain (and particularly grave): when someone
close to us dies, the world becomes emptied of signs and meanings. We fumble

around, powerless, in a desert of shadows and cling to words of smoke”.'®

The author returns to the parental image in Convorbiri cu Andrei Grigor,
confessing that, loving his father immensely, practically everything he wrote, in a
certain sense, he wrote for him and his memory. Another recurrent nightmare
would be reiterated at the end of the same Convorbiri: that fear that he cannot take
or pass an exam, which always appears to him as failed in his dreams. Otherwise,
following in the footsteps of R. Barthes, in Moartea unui mit, he delves into what
he had previously signalled in Intoarcerea autorului:

“Culture produces texts, not creators, today’s theorists state. Authors are
systematically swallowed up by the texts they produce and, if during reading, the
author returns to the text, he can only be a grammatical being, a paper person. He
does not have a proper biography, but, if necessary, an ergograph. [...] Therefore,

the myth of the great writer disappears, his place in the logosphere being taken by

the writer/producer of texts”."’

Moartea lui Mercutio (1993, 2™ edition in 2002) adds a few other
significant chapters for a critical self-portrait - Revolutia morala, Incitarea la
toleranta, De ce nu polemizez, De ce fac critica literara; we note here
Fragmente de jurnal/portrete/mici naratiuni subiective, and especially
Traditia este progresul care tocmai s-a infaptuit and O lume noud nu se poate

16 E. Simion, 1985, Sfidarea retoricii, Semne §i sensuri - fragmente dintr-un jurnal, p. 376.
17 Ibidem, p. 13.
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construi cu o urd veche, interviews given to George Arion in “Flacara”
magazine in 1981 and on 1 March 1990. In 1994/1998, he challenged the
novelist Petru Dumitriu to a series of discussions, often touching on the same
literary themes and obsessions in their end-of-century dialogue, often the one
asking the questions - Simion changing places on the go with his interlocutor
and trying to give solutions to the dilemmas. Convorbiri cu Petru Dumitriu
may be his first book of this kind; there were two more in manuscript, a
spoken book with Nichita Stanescu, Bolile profesionale ale artistului, and a
book about the young Marin Preda. The book about Preda was to be reshaped
through the ongoing series of dialogues with his first wife, Aurora Cornu. In
the conversations with Petru Dumitriu, reference is also made to the need for
cultural educators/trainers (which Simion himself is, through his notebooks,
Penser I’Europe, and other projects, always carried through to the end and not
abandoned halfway, with the critic practically opposing the traditional
Mioritic Adamism). If the volume by Florin Mugur, Convorbiri cu Marin
Preda, serves as a model for these Convorbiri cu Petru Dumitriu, in turn, the
1998 volume becomes the starting point for /n ariergarda avangardei, where
Andrei Grigor is the one asking the questions - some identical to those asked
by Simion to Dumitriu - and E. Simion is the one confessing, going outside
of himself. In 2001, Fictiunea jurnalului intim appears in three volumes: /
Exista o poetica a jurnalului? - with various deliberations on a genre seeking
its literary status, De ce tinem un jurnal intim? its functions, Le dedans si le
dehors; Mituri fondatoare, fantasme, imagini ale interioritatii; Tipologia
Jurnalului intim/bolile profesionale ale diaristului; Evolutia unui gen
subversiv: Jurnalul Intim sfdrseste prin a deveni o fictiune. Fictiunea
nonfictiunii; Il Intimismul european (which includes 24 classic diaries, from
A. Gide to W. Gombrowicz); /Il Diarismul romdnesc (an analysis of 50
Romanian diaries, from T. Maiorescu to M. Zaciu):

“Contrary to Calinescu’s opinion (the diary is nonsense), Romanians have shown
early interest in this kind of ‘drawer’ genre and have produced a large number of intimate
Journals that can be read not only for their documentary interest but also for themselves,
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as subjective literary writings... I am trying to determine the forms that ‘diarism’ takes in

a culture of modesty/ decency/shame/prudence, such as Romanian culture”.'®

E. Simion proposes here a ten-point Programme for Romanian
diarism, making the necessary distinctions between journal genres. In
Genurile biograficului (2002), the author completes a thematic cycle:
Intoarcerea autorului (1981), Fictiunea jurnalului intim (2001), and, “if 1
cross the border between literary theory and diary fiction a little”, the two
journals, the Parisian and the German.

“As I have confessed many times, the idea of writing about these unclassified
genres (intimate diary, memoirs, autobiography) came to me while keeping a journal
myself. As I noted daily in my notebooks, I wondered about this type of literature that
Romanian criticism had long refused to accept and, in some cases (such as Calinescu),
had completely rejected. Relying on the theoretical writings of reference in this field and
on the known diaristic works - both foreign and Romanian - 1 tried to prove that there is
an incipient fiction in the intimate journal (a writing that deliberately rejects the
conventions of literature) and, where we least expect it, we are surprised to discover a true
literature. The intimate writing has, 1 wanted to show, its clauses, its particularities, in
short, its poetics, which claims to spring from an uncertain notion: spontaneity. |[...] The
theme of the critic/biographer passes from one commentary to another. Reading these
analytical pages in order, I realised that whenever I approached this type of literature
(subjective, intimate, documentary), my older questions about the dissociation made by
Proust and resumed by Valery and other aesthetic theorists of the 20" century regarding
the biographical self and the deep self would resurface. How can we separate them...
doesn’t the biographical self, that is, the dismissed person, deserve our interest in his fate?
And then, who writes the memoirs, the autobiographies... whose work is the nonfiction
work, the confessional work: the deep self (the pure self) or the despicable biographical
self? [...] The question is not whether we should return to biographical criticism and try to
explain the literary work through the incidents of the writer’s life. However, another issue
arises in this complicated case (of the author sent into exile for 100 years): what happens
when he, without thinking too much about the pure self and the biographical self, starts
writing about himself and the world he has experienced? By what criteria do we judge
these writings and who is the author hiding in these confessions? The deep self or the
biographical self? Could it be that memoirs, biographical essays, autobiographies as such
represent a revenge of the author eliminated from the equation?”."”

18 E. Simion, 2001, Fictiunea jurnalului intim, 11, Diarismul romdnesc, pp. 7-20.
YE. Simion, 2002, Genurile biograficului, Prefata, pp. 7-9, Pactul cu istoria pp. 11-39 and
Jurnale, jurnale..., pp. 221-225.
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Two chapters from Genurile biograficului are of interest to our theme
(the critic turned diarist/the diarist disguised as critic): Pactul cu istoria, a
digression on the theme of subjective/confessional literature (memoirs,
autobiography, the space of biography, related genres) and Jurnale, jurnale,
with references to Fictiunea jurnalului intim. After urging Petru Dumitriu to
open up in depth to the reading public, Eugen Simion himself revealed his
thoughts to Andrei Grigor in 2004, revisiting his favourite themes and motifs
(also see the preface of the volume In ariergarda avangardei). The dialogue
highlights the author’s models and advice to his disciples, as it represents the
image of the author at the full artistic maturity of his creation, at 70 years old,
not much different from that of the (still) hopeful young writer of 1973/1977.
However, in the 30 years since Jurnalul parizian, the one who had then feared
that he would not be able to achieve the goals of his great work had in the
meantime marked off all the stages and challenges, reaching, as a scholar, the
peak of its construction:

“Iam a literary critic, that is, a person who believes that truth exists: the critic, if
he still maintains traces of innocence, is destined to comment on the effects of innocence
in literature. Not directly, but through writing. First, writing of the poet or prose writer,
and, finally, one’s own writing. Afier passing through so many mechanisms, what remains
of poor innocence? In any case, it ends up, right before the critic’s eyes, already pregnant
with the meanings that writing gives it. I think the only form of innocence that is lefi for the
critic is the innocence of believing that one day, a new Eminescu will appear and, thus, his

fidelity to literature will not seem in vain. E. Lovinescu had this belief. Perhaps it exists in
any authentic critic. Otherwise, why would he spend his whole life with his eyes on books
and pencil in hand, if not with the obscure hope that, who knows, one day he will discover
a masterpiece. An unknown masterpiece, the chimera of those who strongly believe that

literature is a superior form of existence”.*

The literary critic - Simion reiterated the idea in 2004, in Convorbiri
cu Andrei Grigor - is, from the starting point, a Mercutio destined to fight for
a foreign cause (which does not belong to him).

“I have elaborated a book on this topic, I won’t dwell on it. I only say that,
by defending and justifying someone else’s texts, the literary critic cannot remain
outside the subject. Or maybe he can, if he wants to, but he does it to his own
detriment. It has been said so many times that objectivity in literary criticism is the

20 E. Simion, 2004, op. cit., pp. 352-353.
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highest form of subjectivity. G. Calinescu launched the justified statement. We put
something of ourselves in our comments, our justifications. Whether we want to or

not, we enter the texts we write”.?!

HOW THE CRITIC VIEWS HIMSELF/ HOW OTHER
CRITICS VIEW HIM

The mission of the critic

In 1981, E. Simion granted an interview to George Arion in “Flacara”
magazine, upon the release of Dimineata poetilor, Traditia este progresul
care tocmai s-a infaptuit (‘Tradition is progress that has just happened’):

“I am by no means a tranquil spirit; tranquility, if it exists, is the result of
great inner effort. Contemplation, the state we all aspire to, is achieved with great
difficulty. Contemplation does not imply a paralysis of the mind, but rather its
maximum vibration. According to my perception, great contemplatives are those

restless spirits who possess the strength to master themselves” **

E. Simion is challenged here (about his personality traits, whether he opposes
the Balkan spirit, his desire to exert influence in the literary arena and to dominate it
etc.) to outline his portrait as a critic in the early 1980s, at the age of almost 50:

“l am a restless spirit striving to be a balanced one. If there is tranquility in my books,
it is a slow and arduous conquest. I dislike spirits that cannot be controlled and I detest the
spectacle of reckless vanities. I cannot love nor esteem the manifestations of the so-called
Balkan genius - 1 suspect it of imposture (by Balkanism I mean cursing, slander, laziness of
mind, excessive talk/endless babbling) [...] I have examined myself at length: I do not know the
feeling of domination. I do not like to manipulate weak consciences. 1 do not like to be
surrounded by flattering spirits. [...] I do not like fanatic spirits, and I certainly do not love

corrupt fanatics. These are the most despicable and dangerous individuals. [...]” >

E. Simion identifies himself as a sceptic with moments of silence
(silence countering weak or ideological works that he does not wish to
discuss) and is considered by others as a stylist of criticism:

2 Ibidem, pp. 216-217.
22 E. Simion, 2002, Traditia este progresul care tocmai s-a infaptuit, in Moartea lui Mercutio,
pp. 329-339.

23 Ibidem.
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“My main achievement is my criticism, in its entirety, with its ups and downs.
1 consider it a success that I could become a literary critic and practise this
profession for decades, in difficult times, without major moral and aesthetic
compromises. When I could not say what I truly believed, I kept silent. Silence - [
have said this before - is not a good mark for a literary critic, but I have sometimes
chosen to remain silent rather than say what should not be said”.**

Another interview, given in 1989 to Viorel Cacoveanu, Sunt un sceptic
care cauta motive sa se mantuiasca (‘I am a sceptic who seeks reasons to
redeem himself”), was reprised in Fragmente critice Il from 1998, echoing
the same ideas and authorial fantasies as mentioned above. Regarded as a
stylist of criticism, he replied, “the beauty of the critic’s style lies in the
precision of language and the power to imagine ideas”, an idea similar to that
about Lovinescu himself in the study Scepticul mantuit. The critic believed,
however, that his style had not remained the same as in its origins, but had
evolved from one decade to another:

“And then, my style has changed recently [...]. I had a dialogue - published in

‘Caiete Critice’ - with Serge Fauchereau about this subject, and, without consulting each

other, we reached the same conclusion: the postmodern critic no longer wants to stay

outside his discourse. They refuse to use the third-person singular or the first-person

plural. I predominantly write in the first-person singular. Mercutio (the critic) starts
fighting for his cause, while Romeo (the writer) must solve his own entanglements...” >

When asked about the theoretical landmarks that can overcome the
limits of subjectivity, E. Simion admitted that they only exist in his mind and
that he had never simply conformed to methods:

“Clarity and common sense prevent me, I hope, from going crazy. I have a method,
but I do not blindly submit to it. I do not emphasise it, nor do I force the poem or the novel to
Justify the method. On the contrary, the method should help me, if possible, to aesthetically
Justify the work. 1 do not repudiate the ‘methodologists’ in literary criticism, but I do not always
Jfollow them. The critic should ensure a space of freedom. The limits of subjectivity? Yes, there
is the possibility of mastering the explosion, not so much of subjectivity, but of subjectivism,
which is an inaesthetic malady. You can be a great subjectivist in literary criticism, like G.
Calinescu, but it is not advisable to cultivate subjectivism, which means resentment, personal

M, Simion, 1998, In dialog cu Caius Dragomir, despre modelele literaturii, in Fragmente
critice 11, 1998, p. 391.

25 E. Simion, 2004, op. cit., p. 217.
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interest, literary favouritism, intolerance, party spirit... We are all subjective, but those who
want to be critics must cut the nails of hatred, as Calinescu put it *°

The qualities of an excellent critic, apart from talent, are reduced to
continuity, amplitude, volume of work, magnitude, and above all, ““a mystical trust
in literature™; the critic should not have a vocation as a prosecutor or judge, but
rather as a guide, an educator, even a priest, because they “serve an unknown god”,
which “appears out of nowhere and reveals himself only through the work”.

The mission/destiny of the critic lies somewhere between the
apostleship/prophethood of criticism and simply the consistency of a
hardworking, honest, professional writer. The “apostleship” of criticism
could be defined as follows:

“The critic is indirectly a guide, orienting and educating the taste of their readers.
The critical action is based, as Lovinescu proved, on a critical imperative. Its moral
mission is implicit and is conditioned, it should be emphasised, by the aesthetic factor.
Only someone who knows how to educate well can educate. A bad book is never moral. It
is rather immoral, because a lack of talent is truly immoral in art [...] The critic lives not
only through the values they discover, defend, and impose in literature. They live, after all
these become textbook goods, through the creation within their own work. See the case of
Maiorescu [...] ; you [...] see a prophet in me... And I am only a literary critic, nothing
more, but nothing less™’ (Interview with V. Cacoveanu, “Steaua”, no. 11-12/1989, an idea
repeated in the 2004 Conversations with Grigor).

E. Simion respects the notion of a “good” critic, a friend of authors, but
never that of a home critic who accepts the compromise of always writing praise
about the books of those in their own camp. The friendship between a critic and
writers can be affected by the critic’s integrity, who at a certain moment can write
less eulogistically about a qualitatively weak work by a writer friend:

“I have often wondered: how should a critic be? What is the ideal behaviour? I don’t
have a solution in this regard. It is certain that I do not love cynics, I do not believe that a critic
needs to be feared in order to be respected, nor that they need to be loved by everyone. The
reputation of the ‘bad’ critic is very vulnerable (see the cases of Al. George, Gh. Grigurcu). I
did not want and, frankly, I could not live isolated from the literary life, nor did I spend the
whole day in the company of the writers whom [ valued. A critic needs friends and always feels

26 Ibidem, p. 221.

2T E. Simion, 1998, Sunt un sceptic care cautd motive sa se mdantuiascd, in: Fragmente
critice, II, pp. 16-18.
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the need to be accepted and respected by the important writers of their time. Otherwise, why
would they write? What would Maiorescu be without Eminescu, Creanga, Caragiale?”?

INSTEAD OF CONCLUSIONS

Eugen Simion remains both a mentor and a coach for critics, through his
caietism and more, always addressing the master-disciple theme from the
perspective of the relationship between Professor and students. The critic
“recommends” the E. Simion model without asking anything in return from the
young people who approach him, suggesting only that they believe in truth and not
cheat with ideas, but also that they should not be afraid; in literary criticism, fear is
“aparalysing feeling’ that ultimately leads to “disastrous compromises”. Referring
to G. Calinescu’s witty remark, Simion desires that anyone who loves him should
strategically distance themselves from him, along with his ideas, in order “to throw
them into fertile ground for them to bear fruit” (see also Sfaturile pentru tinerii
critici, from Fragmente critice I1I, 1999, Convorbiri cu Andrei Grigor and “Caiete
Critice”, No. 3-5/2007). The critic’s legacy is ongoing, successors exist and will
continue to exist, preserving the caietism as a state of mind. In the pages of “Caiete
critice” (i.e., critical notebooks), he launched, promoted or rebranded some of the
important critics of the last 25 years: Andrei Grigor, Daniel Cristea-Enache,
Nicolae Bara, Razvan Voncu, Lucian Chisu, Paul Cernat, Bogdan Cretu,
alongside of writers like Bogdan Popescu, loan Lacusta, Nicolae Iliescu, and
essayists such as Nicolae Corbeanu, Virgil Tanase, prominent figures like Dumitru
Tepeneag, and then the younger generation of researchers at the “G. Calinescu”
Institute of Literary History and Theory, and the list could go on. And the caietism,
promoted by Eugen Simion for over 30 years, means nothing more than a perpetual
struggle to preserve the aesthetic autonomy and the spirit of great creation, in the
midst of the post-communist era of revisions. Through these principles, on which
he based his entire activity, the critic understands the rightful position towards a
work of art, the effort of objectivity, the aesthetic justification of the work, the
friendly spirit in relations with writers, the avoidance of insults, a spiritual family,
an intelligent pedagogy, permissive towards the young (but not lacking in demand
and an ethics of freedom of opinion). At the relaunch of the new series of the

28 E. Simion, 2004, op.cit., p. 246.
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magazine of “G. Calinescu” Institute, “R.LT.L.”, a single issue in 2007, the man of
total projects (such as DGLR, CVLR or the series Opere fundamentale) outlines a new
programme with optimism, hoping for continuity through reinvention, but wishing to
follow the classic Calinescu tradition as much as possible for that year (2007), betting
everything on communication, a collaboration between the old and the new generations,
between Cei ce sunt (i.e., those who are here) and Cei ce vin (those to come).

Eugen Simion fully fulfils his vocation through creation, his micro-
biographies ultimately completing not just the identity of some intellectual, but a
biography that becomes destiny, following all the essential stages of creating and
establishing a critical standard, a systematic criticism, from predecessors,
influences, and its formation to the peak of determining his own creative school,
disciples and legacyi, i.e., the classicization of a model. Eugen Simion is, without a
doubt, beyond his other facets (President of the Romanian Academy, Director of
the “G. Calinescu” Institute, clear head of accomplished massive projects, cultural
seed, pedagogical catalyst), the most important Romanian critic after the passing
of G. Calinescu, covering with his work - which is complex and arouses envy - the
period from 1965 to 2022, from Posteritatea lui Eminescu, 1964, to the “swansong”
of the book published shortly before the critic’s physical demise, Recurs la natura, a true
testament of an aesthete, literary theorist and historian who, after almost six decades of
fruitful creation, had become an encyclopaedic mind, an internationally recognised
scholar and, even during his lifetime, a phenomenal institution.

“I am a literary critic - nothing more, but also nothing less - so the sense of
the epic is not lacking in me. [ want to be a writer of ideas, a portraitist who works
with illustrious models... My luck was that [ was part of a powerful generation. 1

wanted to be the critic of this great generation of poets, prose writers and literary

critics - a generation that caught the moment of political thawing (1960-1971) and

took advantage of it... It would please me to believe that I have succeeded...” *’
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Abstract:

This paper seeks to examine the impact of academician Eugen Simion on the
literary landscape in Serbia, focusing on his contributions to fostering cultural
exchange between the two neighbouring countries. Additionally, it explores his
efforts to promote Romanian creativity and his perspectives on Serbian artistic
expression. Furthermore, this paper will analyse the reception of Simion’s works in
Serbia it will delve into the collaborations and partnerships he established with
Serbian literary institutions, highlighting the lasting legacy of his efforts to
strengthen cultural ties between Romania and Serbia.

Keywords:
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Eugen Simion’s literary works have not only been well received in Serbia,
but they have also played an important part in presenting both Romanian literary
works and how foreigners interpret Serbian literary expression. Simion’s
cooperation with Serbian literary institutions has created a long-lasting cultural
interchange between Romania and Serbia, strengthening the two countries’ bonds
and leaving an indelible mark on both artistic communities. Given that the usual
mechanism by which two nations become familiar with each other is through
literary works rather than literary history and theory, Simon’s presence is all the
more notable.
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Contrary to widespread belief, Simon’s presence in Serbia is not recent. A
search of the database covering all libraries in Serbia' reveals that the author’s
works written since the late 1960s have been available. It is crucial to note,
however, that these works are written in Romanian, thus a very limited audience
could read them, namely Romanian community from Serbia. For the purposes of
this article, we shall note Simion’s publications as they were published in Serbia
and in Serbian language?, with a particular emphasis on texts that were specifically
interesting to Serbian public, but also identifying omitted information that was not
made available to Serbian readers. We will note and how Simion’s work was
analysed and received within the Serbian cultural sphere.

The Interviews

There are three interviews in Serbian press that are of particular interest for
our paper. It is worth noting that the Serbian audience is introduced to Simion’s
work in their local language via a translated version of the interview titled “A New
World Cannot Be Built with Old Hatred.” The interview was first published in
Romania in March 1990, but it was not translated into Serbian until 1996,
following the end of the conflict that led to Yugoslavia’s breakup. This interview
is significant in two ways: first, because of its contextual relevance, and second,
because of its temporal distance from the original publication.

This Serbian version, translated by Miljana Vukadinovi¢ and Velmir
Kolundzija*, lacks additional information that readers would find useful, for
exemple, a concise exposition and introduction of Eugen Simion; the identity of
the interviewer, and the journal in which it was published are not acknowledged.
These omitted elements may impair readers’ understanding of the interview’s
context and reliability. A brief review of Simion’s credentials and the repute of the

' See: https:/plus.cobiss.net/cobiss/st/st/bib/search?q=eugen+simion&db=cobib&sort=py&mat=
allmaterials&start=0.

2 According to the database, E. Simion is present with 20 books in Romanian language, five
books and 15 articles translated into Serbian language.

3 The interview ,,0 lume noui nu se poate construe cu o urd veche” was initially published
in “Flacara” journal, no. 9, 1% of March, 1990, and it was conducted by George Arion, cf.
Cronologia vietii literare romdnesti. Perioada postcomunista I, 1990, 2014, pp. 98-99.

4 E. Simion, 1996, pp. 7-14.
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journal would improve the overall context and reliability of the translated version.
However, given the time of its appearance in Serbia, the title alone may have
piqued the interest of the prospective audience.

Eugen Simion’s interview provides insights into Romania’s socio-political
landscape during and immediately following the 1989 Revolution. He also covers
the subsequent developments that happened, as well as the efforts made by the
cultural elite to impact societal changes both within and outside their realm.
Literature discussion inevitably includes a consideration of writers’ roles during
the communist era, as well as various judgements from different perspectives of
their activities and the impact on their literary works. To varied degrees, the
aforementioned themes developed in Serbia following the end of the conflict and
the disintegration of Yugoslavia in 1996. Despite the differing historical
conditions, Serbia first went on a process of reconsidering the meanings of
“Serbian” and "Yugoslav’® following the war. This assessment included, among
other things, a review of public figures that had identified themselves with one or
more of the conflict’s parties due to a variety of causes. This investigation is
concerned with the extent to which personal beliefs and political affiliations can
influence the reception and evaluation of artistic or intellectual contributions in a
society that has undergone significant changes, such as a political regime change
or a civil war, as demonstrated by the cases of Romania and Serbia, respectively.
Examining popular figures in Romania reveals if personal opinions and political
affiliations influenced the acceptance and evaluation of artistic or intellectual
contributions throughout the transition from communism to democracy. This
investigation focuses on the complicated relationship between ideology,
censorship, and artistic freedom in a country undergoing political transformation.
Similarly, the aftermath of a civil war in Serbia prompted a critical assessment of
public people who allied with various forces, revealing insight on how these
connections shaped the perception and judgement of their own work. Given the
circumstances, the six-year delay in publishing the translated interview, as well as
the specific subject matter discussed, can be interpreted as a deliberate and thought-

5 “Yugoslav” sized to exist, so in press appeared discussion of what is “Serbian”, “Bosnian”,
“Croatian”, “Macedonian” etc.
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provoking approach to addressing the challenges faced by these neighbouring
countries, albeit in distinct circumstances and with obvious time differences.

Natasa Jovanovi¢ conducted the second interview with Eugen Simion, which
was published on November 13, 2015, in the weekly journal "Pecat", under the
suggestive title "Eugen Simion: European East and West - the dialogue has not died".
From the interview, we are not informed about the reason for the conversation, but
based on the publishing date, we can conclude that it took place during the Belgrade
Book Fair, which is organised every year in the last week of October.

This interview combines presentation of both the interlocutor and his
culture with his stance on Romanian-Serbian intercultural connections. We will
look at questions related to the impact of globalism on what is commonly named
“small cultures” and the questions that refer to the cultural cooperation between
Serbia and Romania, at that time. Unfortunately, as far as we know, Eugen
Simion’s answers to this interview have not been kept in their original form (we
know E. Simion did not speak Serbian), thus we will have to offer a “translation of
a translation”, which is avoided in practise, but necessary in this instance.

The undertones in this interview are particularly interesting, because they
show political currents in Serbia. Even in the case of questions about Romanian
culture, the issues are placed somewhat in a political context (the interwar period,
the dialog between the European East and West in the context of existentialism,
the communist period, dissidents). This subtext becomes more apparent when the
questions shift from Romanian culture towards broad queries about the Balkans,
and the especially about Serbia. The first topic that moves the interview from
Romanian culture is about the Anglo-Saxon factor and its impact on the loss of
national identity. Although this question implies the expected response, Simion
chooses to be objective as much as it’s possible. While the first sentences — “/t is
evident” and “Americans impose their model and criteria” — validate the feelings
that exist in so-called “small cultures”, that they feel marginalised in the world of
globalisation, E. Simion draws attention to the fact that this is happening
everywhere, including Western Europe. He will deviate from such a difficult
subject by mentioning the French essayists who “constantly mourn the fate of the

¢  _Eyben Cumuon: EBporickM HMCTOK M 3amajg — JMjajior  HHje  3aMpo™,
https://www.pecat.co.rs/2015/11/eudjen-simion-evropski-istok-i-zapad-dijalog-nije-zamro/
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death of the novel”, claiming that they are correct “because France is the land of
novelists that no longer have novelists”. However, he will mention Tzvetan Todorov’s
idea as one possible solution for the “literature in crisis”, namely that the literature must
return to human destiny’. Thus, Simion manages to answer tactfully, without failing
into a trap by deviating from the line imposed by the question.

The following question in the interview shows even more clearly the
foreign policy relations that Serbia had with the West:

“Can the Orthodox nations of the Balkans preserve their identity within the
EU, since it was created on the founding values of the Holy Roman Scriptures and
Napoleon’s conquests, which are deeply opposed to the Byzantine heritage?”™®

Even the most seasoned diplomats could have fallen victim to a
question phrased in this manner. There is a clear effort to find justifications
for the anti-EU sentiment that persisted in Serbia after the end of bombings
in 1999. E. Simion again manages to avoid to give an answer that could be
used as an argument in possible later discussions:

“The conflict between Orthodox, Catholics and Protestants is unimportant. Pope

John Paul Il visited Romania as the first Christian country’. He imposed that tone in which
the churches can come to understanding among themselves. Big powers and big capitals

7 The full answer to the question: ,,To je eBumenTHO. To ce noraha cByma, 4ak ¥ Ha €BPOIICKOM
3anaay. Yutam QpaHIlyCKe ecejucTe KOjU CTATHO OIUIAKYjy CyAOUHY u3ympJor pomana. [Tox
yTuIajeM AHIJIOCaKCOHala CBECHH CYy KaKO ce KIbW)KEBHM KaHOH Mema. AMepHKaHIH
Hamehy cBOj MoJies 1 KpuTepHjyM. UnmeHuna je 1a ¢y ppaHilyCKu eCejUCTH Y MpaBy IHOIITO
je ®panmycka 3eMJ/ba pOMaHCHjepa KOja BHIIE HeMa poMaHcHjepa. Beoma 3aHMMIbHBA
JUYHOCT y (ppaHIryckoj kibmxeBHOCTH je L[BeTan Tomopos koju je Byrapun. CojeBpeMeHO
je mpeBoamo Ha (¢paHIycKu pycke ¢opmamucre. Ilpe nBe roamHe 00jaBHO je TpaBU
Mmanudect, Kwury Kmuoceenocm je y onachocmu. VI3HOCH UIejy a ce KEIDKEBHOCT MOpPa
BpahaTi Ha JpynCKy cymOMHY. YTpaBo je TO Te3a, 0e3 JaKHe CKPOMHOCTH, MOje KEHUTe
Tlospamak aymopy*‘.
https://www.pecat.co.rs/2015/11/eudjen-simion-evropski-istok-i-zapad-dijalog-nije-zamro/

§ Jla 1n npaBocnaBHM Hapojau baikaHa MOTy 1a cauyBajy CBOj MJEHTUTET y OkBupYy EY
Oyayhu na je oHa HacTtajga Ha BpPEAHOCHMM TeMesbMMa CBETOr PHUMCKOI [apcTBa H
HanoneoHoBux ocBajama KoOju ce JAyOOKO TIIPOTHBE BH3aHTHjCKOM Haciehy?™,
https://www.pecat.co.rs/2015/1 1/eudjen-simion-evropski-istok-i-zapad-dijalog-nije-zamro/
°® We believe that here appeared an error in translation from Romanian or French language
(there is no information in which language the interview was conducted) to Serbian language.
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shape politics. First and foremost, the Balkan countries should all join the EU. Serbs who

are not members of this community already have European culture”."®

Natasa Jovanovi¢ will try one more time to provoke Simion concerning
the Western powers, mentioning the Penser [’Europe symposium, founded by
Simion. She will ask him a question on how the intellectuals participating at this
forum evaluate Europe and the EU, avoiding directing the answer this time.

There are only two questions that directly address the relations and
collaborations between Romania and Serbia. One question is about collaboration
between two Academies, where E. Simion mentions that the collaboration among
institutions was much better while Dejan Medakovi¢ was president of Serbian
Academy of Science and Arts. But, his answer gives us the glimpse of times that will
come in building a relation between these two countries: Simion states that during this
visit to Belgrade, he was invited to a meeting at Serbian Academy. The last question
of the interview addresses the support Simion has given to Serbia during the 1990s:

“Cooperation was difficult, if not dangerous, at the time. The Minister of Culture
who visited Serbia in the 1990s was threatened with resignation. Many writers, poets, and
intellectuals attempted to assist their Serbian colleagues. During the NATO bombardment
of Serbia in 1999, the Academy of Science, which I led, proclaimed full solidarity with

Serbs. I brought that letter of support to Serbia and read it at a public assembly”.!!

The third interview was conducted by Radmila Giki¢ Petrovi¢ and
appeared in 2019'2, after the publication of Young Eugene Ionesco in Serbian
translation. The responses that Eugen Simion gave in Romanian language were
preserved, and this interview was also published in Romanian, in “Caiete Critice”,

10 Cyxo6 uzmely npaBociiaBana, KaToldKa 1 IpoTecTaHara Huje ourtan. [lana Josan ITapne
Hpyru momao je y mocety PymyHuju kao npBoj xpumhanckoj 3emibu. OH je HAMETHYO Taj
TOH Jia ce 1pKBe u3Mely cebe Mory cnopazymeru. [lomuTuky Gopmupajy BenHKe Ciie
BEJIMKH KamuTanu. bankaHcke 3emibe y mpBoM peay Tpeda na yhy y EY. Cpbu koju HuCy y
0BOj 3ajeaHUI Beh MMajy eBpOIICKy KynTypy.”
https://www.pecat.co.rs/2015/11/eudjen-simion-evropski-istok-i-zapad-dijalog-nije-zamro/
11V 10 Bpeme capazma je Guita TemKa, MOTY JIa K&KeM M onacHa. MUHUCTPY KyJIType KOju
je 90-ux mocetro CpOujy MPETHIIHN CYy OCTAaBKOM. MHOTHY MHCIH, IECHUIIU M HHTEICKTYaIIU
MOKYIIaBajM cy Aa Hal)y HauuH ¥ NOMOTHY cBojuM Kosierama y CpOuju. Akajemuja Hayka
Ha YHjeM 4ely caM O0uo m3paswia je 1999. nyny conmumapaoct ca Cpouma y Bpeme HATO
6ombapnoBama. To mucMo mojpinke noHeo cam y CpOujy U IPOYUTA0 HA jJABHOM CKyIy.”
https://www.pecat.co.rs/2015/1 1/eudjen-simion-evropski-istok-i-zapad-dijalog-nije-zamro/
12 E. Simion, R. Gikié-Petrovié¢, 2019, pp. 105-111.
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in 2023. The significance of this interview stems from the fact that is the only one
of Simion’s interviews in Serbia in which the entire conversation is devoted to the
book about Ionesco. There are no implicit or explicit questions about culture in
political context, politics in general or Romanian-Serbian relations.

The Articles

Coinciding with the publication of Adam Pusloji¢’s translation of the book titled
The Demon of Theory is Tired"*, the presence of the Eugen Simion within Serbian
periodicals will increase. It appears that these articles are extracts from E. Simion’s books
and other writings, translated in Serbian language. Unfortunately, a comprehensive
analysis of the Serbian text alongside a Romanian source variant is required in order to
ascertain whether the translations in question are mere ordinary renderings, or if they
represent adaptations of pre-existing Romanian texts with the intention of catering to the
Serbian audience, or the texts have been specifically written with Serbian reader in mind.
Considering the fact that both Romania and Serbia have not yet completed the process
of fully digitizing their library collections, it is important to note that this almost forensic
approach to comparing translated text with potential Romanian original poses significant
challenges. Additionally, the existing published texts lack explicit indication as to
whether they are the translations from pre-existing writings or if texts were intentionally
crafted for a foreign readership. Nevertheless, there are two writings in particular that are
interesting, in the context of Romanian-Serbian relations.

The first article we will discuss appeared in the “Savremenik’ journal in
1997', and is a review of Marijana Dan’s book The Fantasy in Romanian
Literature’” and it was integral part of this study. Although it is clear that this
review was written for Serbian reader (we do not know if this review was ever
published in Romania or in Romanian language), the subject is what E. Simion
knows: Romanian literature. Considering the book “ambitious, scholarly, and
daring in its ideas and critical imagination”'®, E. Simion observes that Marijana Dan

13'E. Simion, Ymopan je demon meopuje (Demonul teoriei a obisit), 2004.

14 E. Simion, 1997, pp. 105-107.

5 @anmacmuuno y pymyncroj xrousicegrnocmu.

16 amOuIMo3Ha, yd4eHa, CMea y CBOJUM HJEjaMa My KPMTUYApCKoj mamrosutocTtu®, E.
Simion, 1997, p. 105.
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opens a new, not yet explored chapter about specificity of Romanian writings in
comparison to those from Eastern Europe. Nonetheless, E. Simion concentrates more
on explaining the concept of fantasy and its significance in Romanian literature, placing
it in the perspective of broader universal critical thought, reserving a few selected
sentences that commend Marijana Dan’s endeavour. Finally, it should be noted that
Marijana Dan’s book was published in Serbian. If we ask how it is possible for E. Simion
to write a review of a book that is written in a language not known to him, the only logical
answer we can give is based on the fact that Marijana Dan is a Romanian who moved
to Serbia and is a professor at the University of Belgrade. We presume that a Romanian
variant of this book was given to Simion so he could write his review.

The second article is a translated Forward'” to Diplomatic Reports fiom
Bucharest (1937-1939), reports written by Jovan Duci¢, translated to Romanian
language by Dorin Gamulescu and published in 1998 (Universal Dalsi). The translation
of this Forward by Adam Pusloji¢ was published in Serbian in 2004, in “Nova zora”
journal. Although available in both languages, this Forward is interesting, because
represents one of the rare Simion’s articles about Serbian literature. Although the book
itself'is a selection of diplomatic reports and do not include any of Jovan Duci¢’s literary
work, E. Simion is captivated by the aesthetics of writing style and thought processes of
this Serbian writer and diplomat. This discovery is twofold: firstly, E. Simion discovers
an original, talented Serbian writer; secondly, he discovers interwar Romania seen
through the eyes of a foreign diplomat. E. Simion will say:

“You should read Jovan Duci¢. His reports speak of a tragic history and the

European world, seen from Bucharest, by a first-rate moralistic writer”.!®

This Forward will not be limited only to the reports signed by Duci¢.
Simion will look into the book of essays Cities and Chimeras, published in
Romanian translation in 1939. And those writings will fascinate him even more:

17 E. Simion, ,,McTpaxuBau yMETHOCTH M amocTol Jbyacke noopore’, (“The Researcher of
Art and Apostle of Human Kindness”), 2004, pp. 284-291.

18 Tpe6a uurtatu Jopana [yunha. Bherosu u3BenITaju roBOpe O j€JHOj TPATUYHO] HCTOPUjU
M EBPONCKOM CBETy, BuljeHOM u3 bBykypemira, ox CTpaHe jeHOT IMHCIA MOPATHCTE
npBopaspeane Bpeanoctu.”, E. Simion, 2004, p. 287.
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“What 1 like the most about his intellectual revelations is the fact that, in a century full

of horrors, he continues to believe that European man will be saved through his culture”."®

Evidence of E. Simion’s admiration for Duci¢’s work can be once again
confirmed by his wish to see a translation into Romanian of Duci¢’s essays and diplomatic
writings published in a single volume. Simion believed that a translation of Duci¢’s work
would not only acquaint Romanian readers to this great Serbian writer, but also deepen the
cultural exchange between the two nations. This wish remains unfulfilled to this day.

In addition to the aforementioned texts, it is worth noting that there were numerous
others, primarily sections from Simion’s previously published books or essays in
Romania?®, translated into Serbian. We chose not to include them, as while they did add
to Simion’s fame and the promotion of Romanian literature in Serbia, these works do not
offer any novel insights for future researchers and critics studying Simion’s work.

The Book Translations

As previously mentioned, the translation of Simion’s books began in 2004 with
the book The Demon of Theory is Tired". This translation was followed by Romanian
Existentialism and European Metaphysics® (2016), Young Eugéne lonesco™ (2018),
Cioran: The Mythology of Unfulfillment** (2019), and Mircea Eliade: Knots and Signs of
Prose® (2021). Compared to other Romanian cultural figures, and excluding writers®S, E.
Simion is the most translated Romanian in Serbia.

The book Romanian Existentialism and European Metaphysics is the most
intriguing of the five translations. It was translated by four people: Adam Puslojic,

19 JOHO WITO MM Ce M3Y3EeTHO JIONaja y HEerOBMM HMHTENEKTYaJHHM OTKPOBEH-HMa jecTe
YHILEHHUIA J12, Y JEZIHOM BEKy ITyHOM Y>Kaca, OH HacTaBJba Jia Bepyje Kako he eBpOIrCcKH 40BEK
OuTH cmarreH myTeM cBoje kynrype.©, E. Simion, 2004, p. 291.

20 Without the possibility of comparative reading of these texts (not all of them are available
in digital form yet, so access is very limited), we admit the possibility that articles translated
into the Serbian language were slightly modified to make them more accessible to the Serbian
readers, but we cannot claim this presumption.

2l Vmopan je demon meopuje/Demonul teoriei a obisit.

22 PyMyHcKU e23UCmenyujanusam u eeponcka Memapusuxa.

23 Mnaou Excen Jonecko/Tandrul Eugen Ionescu.

24 Cuopan : mumonozuja necaspuienocmu/Cioran : o mitologie a nedesavarsirilor.

% Mupua Enujaoe : ueoposu u snayu npose/Mircea Eliade: nodurile si semnele prozei.

26 For comparison, according to the mentioned database: the most translated Romanian
writers are Nichita Stanescu (8 books) and Mircea Cartarescu (6 books).
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Mirela Glusac, lonela Mengher, and Simeon Lazareanu. Although this may appear
strange, as translations involving more than two translators are uncommon, there
is a logical explanation for this choice. And it is for this reason that the book is
intriguing: this collection of essays was translated into Serbian before being
published in their original form, that is, in Romanian language.

Published with the subtitle ,.Four subjective philosophers who want to
restore Romanian culture and one literary critic as a denier who discovers in 1943
the theatre of the absurd in the Romanian language™’, the book was initially
interesting due to the essays on Mircea Eliade, Emil Sioran and Eugene Ionesco.
These three prominent figures in Romanian culture entered in Serbian culture
through the French and English cultural influences and translations. Their works
written in the Romanian language was somewhat known, usually in the context
that they were of “Romanian origins”. In addition to these three essays, in the book
appear two essays dedicated to Constantin Noica and Mircea Vulcanescu, who
were almost unknown within Serbian cultural sphere. Thus, E. Simion offers novel
insights about three universally known personalities and introduces other two
important figures of Romanian culture, consequently expanding Serbian
understanding of Romanian cultural space and its evolution.

In his afterword, entitled “A Revealing, Exciting Study”?%, Srba Ignjatovié
will contextualize Simion’s essays within the present currents, highlighting the on-
going relevance of the concerns of Romanian intellectuals during the interwar
period in era of globalization. Addressing concerns about globalization, concerns
that obviously dominated Serbian public debates, Ignjatovi¢ will state that small
nations (in the sense of small cultures) face the risk of losing their distinct identity
due to the pressure to conform to global standards, leading to abandoning their
national, cultural and spiritual traditions. Presenting the situation in this way,
Ignjatovi¢ will recommend Simion’s essays as “inevitable incentives for opening
discussions about this global campaign as a project that has already advanced

27 Yerupu cybjexTuBHa (uosoda Koju kere Ja 0OHOBE PyMYHCKY KYITYpy U jellaH KEbIDKEBHH
KpUTHYap Kao HEeraTop Koju oTkprBa 1943, Tearap aricypra Ha pymyHckoM je3uky”’, E. Simion, 2016.

28 OtkpuBanauka, y30yasuBa ctyauja”, S. Ignjatovié, 2016, p. 281-289.
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considerably™’

. When we look at this afterword and read the questions from the
interview conducted by Natasa Jovanovi¢, we can see that Simion’s work was in some
instances read as thought-provoking insights into the challenges faced by societies in
maintaining their national, cultural, and spiritual traditions in the face of globalization.
These essays in particular were observed as a valuable resource for discussing the
importance of preserving cultural heritage in today’s rapidly changing world.

This book established Eugen Simion’s reputation in the minds of Serbian
intellectuals as an unquestionable authority on the subject of Romanian literature
and literature in general. The translations that followed were very successful;
according to the publisher of the Young Eugene lonesco, the entire print run was
sold out in less than a year, which was unheard of for an Eastern European literary
critic and historian’®.

Unfortunately, due to the fact that the libraries’ database in Serbia is still
growing, we cannot find reliable information about number of articles, studies and
reviews referring to E. Simion and his work; cross-referencing is still in its early
stages, and so is the digitization of the materials. However, efforts are being made
to expand the database and improve cross-referencing capabilities in Serbia’s
libraries. As more materials are digitized, it is expected that reliable information
about the number of articles, studies, and reviews referring to E. Simion and his
work will become more readily available. This doesnot change the fact that E.
Simion and his work were appreciated in Serbia at the highest level. In 2013,
Serbian President Tomislav Nikoli¢ presented E. Simiona with the Gold Medal for
his contributions to public and cultural activities®' and in 2018 he was elected for
foreign member of Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts with the highest number

32

of votes at that session’~, among all the candidates.
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Abstract

In this article we propose a brief presentation of the evolution of syntax-
specific terminology, from the grammar of Dimitrie Eustatievici Bragsoveanul (1757)
to that of Heliade Radulescu (1828). The situation of the evolution of specialised
terms must be seen in relation to the process of cultural development of the
Romanian provinces from the end of the 18" century and the beginning of the 19
century. Grammatical works from this period are poorly represented in terms of
terminology in the field of syntax because the terms obtained through semantic or
structural linguistic calques, as well as neological borrowings followed a multiple
model, depending on the foreign sources towards which the authors of the grammars
were oriented and depending on the influences exerted on the Romanian language
during this transition period, in the process of language modernisation.

Key words
Terminology, first Romanian grammars, syntax, evolution of specialised terms.

In our article, we shall focus on terms that designate syntactic notions
in the earliest grammars of the Romanian language, written in Romanian,
which were widely circulated during the transition period of literary
Romanian. The study is limited to the period between 1757 and 1828,
specifically from Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul’s grammar to that of
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Heliade Radulescu. In our attempt to highlight the struggles and difficulties
that led to the establishment of grammatical terminology close to that of
current grammars, we have proposed the following grammars for analysis:

Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul, Grammatica rumaneasca, Brasov, 1757;

Ienachita Vacarescu, Observatii sau bagari da seamd asupra
regulelor si oranduealelor grammaticii rumdnesti, Viena si Ramnic, 1787

Radu Tempea, Gramatica romaneasca, Sibiu, 1797,

Ion Budai Deleanu, Temeiurile gramaticii romanesti, 1815 — 1820;

Constantin Diaconovici Loga, Gramatica romdneasca pentru
indreptarea tinerilor, Buda, 1822;

Ion Heliade Radulescu, Gramatica romaneasca, Sibiu, 1828.

A common characteristic of grammar works published between 1757
and 1828, with the exception of Heliade Radulescu’s work, is the
disproportion between the significant emphasis given to phonetics and
morphology compared to the limited attention given to syntax, although this
aspect of grammar is equally important in presenting the multiple possibilities
of expressing our language. This can be explained by the models that
influenced the first Romanian grammarians.

Syntax-specific terminology is poorly represented at the end of the
18" century and the beginning of the 19" century, being viewed from the
perspective of Latin grammar, where syntax is rather seen as a system of rules
that must be followed in constructing a sentence. An exception is the grammar of
Ion Heliade Radulescu, as it is more of a descriptive grammar rather than a
normative one, whose theoretical model, among others, was French grammar.

Specialised terminology was created through lexical or semantic
calques and through neologisms, with the phonetic adaptation of neologisms
as well as their morphological classification being more difficult, since
literary Romanian did not yet have stable norms.

The multiple etymology of terms has made it difficult for us to
determine the origin of the loan, which proves that the language of grammars
is an international one, as is the entire terminology belonging to the technical-
scientific style.
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The evolution of Romanian grammatical terminology may be
observed specifying the particular aspect of language facts and innovative
ideas brought by each grammarian in that era, taking into account the goal
pursued in the elaboration of the work. Thus, we can explain why lexical
calques are maintained alongside neologisms during the period of time to
which we refer.

The index of linguistic terms in the field of syntax includes, in
alphabetical order, both linguistic calques and neologisms, indicating the
author of each term within parentheses. We have translated the terms more
difficult to understand, but we have not found equivalents in Romanian for
all of them, because some concepts are no longer relevant in the current
grammars of the Romanian language.

Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul describes only the syntax of parts
of speech in the third part of his grammar, entitled Pentru sintaxis (i.e., “On
syntax”), which he defines as “dreaptd a partilor cuvantului intru sine
incheiere si adeviratd pricind a cuvintelor celor ce se incheie”! (i.e., the
arrangement of the parts of the sentence in a meaningful order). Starting from
the etymology of the word “syn”, “adecad cum sau impreuna” (i.e., together)
and “taxis”, “adeca randuiald” (i.e. ordering), “in ruméanescul dialect se
cuvinteazi incheiere” (in Romanian it is called incheiere, i.e., syntax).
Syntax is of two kinds: “Incheietori” and “randuitori”. “Incheietori” refers to
the syntax of parts of speech, following the model of Latin grammar, while
“randuitori” refers to syntactic structures and the rules for their construction
or word order. “Incheietoriul sintaxis” (syntax of parts of speech) is also of
two kinds: “prost” (simple) and “impodobit” (decorated, i.e., of the neat,
polished language). In addition, there is “sintaxisul prost”, which is the syntax
of common speech: “carele pre partile cuvantului prost si neinfrumsetat a le
incheia ne invati, dar cu indestularea dialectului™ (roughly meaning, that
which teaches one how to arrange the simple, common words to form a

! Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul, 1969, Gramatica rumdneascd, editie, studiu introductiv
si glosar de N.A. Ursu, Bucuresti, p. 90.

2 Ibidem.

3 Ibidem.
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wealthy idiom), pointing out the concern for norms and the polished aspect
of the Romanian language in that age.

Furthermore, in the chapter “Impodobitul sintaxis”, the author
considers aspects of the polished, elevated style. This section on syntax is
more of a system of rules, “indreptari”, for organising the sentence.

Eustatievici adapts a series of rules and comments from Molnar’s
grammar to the grammars of the Romanian language. He compares certain
constructions in Romanian with their counterparts in Greek, Slavonic and
Latin in order to highlight certain syntactic peculiarities of our language or
possible analogies with those languages.*

In dealing with “Incheierea numelor celor infiintitoare” (syntax of
nouns), “incheierea numelor celor addogatoare” (syntax of adjectives) or
“Incheierea in loc de numelor” (syntax of pronouns), Eustatievici attempts to
adapt the case syntax from Latin grammars to the Romanian language by
providing numerous examples.’

The chapter Pentru incheierea graiurilor establishes rules that
highlight the particularities of the Romanian language compared to
corresponding constructions in Latin, such as verbs “cu caderea cea
numitoare” (= with nominative), “cu caderea cea nascatoare” (= with
genitive), “cu caderea cea datatoare” (= with dative), “cu caderea cea
pricinuitoare” (= with accusative), “cu caderea cea chematoare” (= with
vocative), and “cu ciderea cea luutoare” (= with ablative) °.

The author of this grammar also attaches particular importance to the
infinitive and its various values, “pentru inchipuirea cea nehotiratoare™’ (the
indefinite, non-finite form), as well as to “graiurile cele fara de fete” ‘the
faceless verbs’ (= impersonal verbs).®

4See N.A. Ursu, 1967, Modelul latin al gramaticii lui Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul, LR,
XVI, nr.5, pp.423-433.

5 See Dimitrie Eustatievici Brasoveanul, Op. cit., pp. 91-98.

6 Ibidem, pp. 99-105.

7 Ibidem, pp. 106-108.

8 Ibidem, pp. 108-109.
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The regime of prepositions is established in the chapter Pentru
incheierea inainte punerilor’, the syntax of adverbs in Pentru incheierea
spregrairilor'®, and the syntax of interjections in Pentru incheierea in mijloc
aruncdrilor'!. The use of conjunctions is covered in seven “Indreptiri” (=
rules), based on semantic aspect and use in simple or complex sentences, in
the chapter Pentru incheierea impreundrilor.'

Pentru impodobitul sintaxis and Pentru sintaxisul cel inchipuitori
discuss aspects of the polished, elevated style, a few word-order rules, as well
as certain figures of speech, but they did not establish themselves in the field
of terminology. The subchapter Pentru randuiala cea gramaticeasca sau a
incheierii (on word order or syntax) brings into discussion ‘“cuvantul care
randuieste pre alt cuvant a se incheia cu vreo cadere” (the word which
subordinates another) referred to as “stdpanitori sau randuitori” ‘governor’ (=
head) and “cel incheiat”, called “stapanit sau randuit” (= subordinate).

Iendchita Viacarescu presents syntax briefly in Observatii sau bagari
da seama asupra regulelor gramaticii rumdnesti (Observations or Reports on
the Rules of Romanian Grammar), in the second book, the third part, entitled
Pentru constructione sau alcatuire (On Constructions or Composition), in the
form of rules. These are adaptations of Latin grammatical models to the
Romanian language, just as in Eustatievici’s grammar.

The neologisms proposed by Viacarescu are “propozitione” (from
Italian grammars) and “frasis” (from Catiforo’s Greek grammar)'®, making a
distinction between them.

Radu Tempea advances the Greek term “syntaxis,” but he explains it
in Romanian as well within parentheses, “alcituire la olaltd”!* (i.e., putting
together). The author devotes very little space to syntax, providing only rules
for complying with agreement and the relationships established between parts

% Ibidem, pp. 112-113.

19 Ibidem, pp. 113-114.

" Ibidem, pp. 115-116.

12 Ibidem, pp. 116-117.

13 See C. Cirstoiu, 1973, Despre gramatica lui lendchitd Vicdrescu, LL, IV, pp. 833-840.
14 Radu Tempea, 1797, Gramatica romdneascd, Sibiu, p. 172.
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of speech. The structure of this part of the grammar follows the same model
as the syntax of parts of speech used in Latin grammars circulating in schools
at the time: De sintaxisul articulelor, De sintaxisul numelor si pronumelor,
De sintaxisul verburilor, De sintaxisul adverbilor, De sintaxisul
prepozitiilor’™ ("On the syntax of articles, On the syntax of nouns and
pronouns, On the syntax of verbs, On the syntax of adverbs, On the syntax of
prepositions), and brings nothing new in the field of syntax terminology
compared to its predecessors. He returns to the calqued term “incheieturi” to
denote simple or complex sentences, just like in Eustatievici’s grammar.

Ion Budai Deleanu’s Romanian grammar, Temeiurile gramaticii
romdanesti (The Foundations of Romanian Grammar), includes the following
subchapters in the chapter Pentru sintaxis (About syntax): Pentru constructia
articulelor (About the construction of articles), Pentru constructia numelor
substantive (About the construction of nouns), Pentru constructia pronumelor
(About the construction of pronouns), Pentru constructia verbului (About the
construction of the verb), which are organised according to the same model of
Latin grammar. It resembles Radu Tempea’s grammar entirely.

The first grammar author to offer syntax a more extensive space is
Constantin Diaconovici Loga, who uses the term “sintaxa (alcatuirea
cuvintelor)” (syntax — the composition of words), but also treats it from the
perspective of parts of speech. In the fourth part of his grammar, called
Sintaxa (Syntax), he defines it as “that part of Grammar which teaches us
about words (...).” The syntax of the complex sentence is missing, but he
distinguishes between “incheieturd” (= clause) and “period” (= sentence) '°.
He defines the constituents of the sentence for the first time, showing that
sentences are composed of “sujet” (= subject), “prezicat” (= predicate) and
“ojet” (= object): “Sujet se numeste persoana sau fiinta aceaia, de carea orece
se zice; Prezicat se numeste aceaia ce se zice de Sujet; iara Ojet este fiinta sau

15 Ibidem, p. 172-193.
16 Constantin Diaconovici Loga, 1973, Gramatica romdneascd; text established, preface,
notes and glossary by Olimpia Serban and Eugen Dorcescu, Timisoara, p. 167.
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orice vine in lucrarea Sujetului.”’ (roughly, the Subject is that person or being
about whom/which anything is said, the Predicate is that which tells about the
subject and the Object is anyone or anything that completes the Subject). A
nominative that

2 ¢

“sujet” may be of two kinds: “nominativ care sta la aratare
is visible’ (= expressed subject) and “nominativ care std pe ascuns”
‘nominative that is hidden’ (= unexpressed subject)'®. Also in this chapter,
the author specifies the rules for subject-verb agreement: “De cumva in vreo
incheieturd vor fi mai multi Sujeti, atuncea Prezicatul se pune la numarul
multoratec”? (that is, if there are several Subjects in any sentence, the
Predicate should be put in the plural). As regards the category of “ojet” (=
object or adverbial), the term is used in the general sense as it includes the
adverbials as well: “Aicea se poate intreba si spre ce scop au facut, si alte
adaosuri se pot face a stirilor imprejur si a urmirilor (...)"*° (i.e., one may
also inquire into the purpose for which something is done, and other additions
may be made regarding circumstances and consequences).

Diaconovici Loga’s Syntax maintains the Latin model of the syntax
of parts of speech and establishes a set of rules by which the sentence is
organised in Romanian. It clearly establishes, through rules and examples, the
regime of prepositions and conjunctions, attempting to prove that the
structure of the Romanian language is the same as that of Latin.

In Heliade Radulescu’s grammar, the presentation of issues
regarding the organisation of communication comprises several parts:
Syntacs (Syntax), Pentru constructie (On Construction), Pentru propozitie
(On the Sentence). This part of the grammar was modelled after Charles-
Constant Le Tellier’s French grammar, Grammaire francoise, a l'usage des
pensionnats, accompanied by two appendices: Exercices d’analyse
grammaticale et d’analyse logique and Exercices d’analyse logique. To a
large extent, Heliade “translated the definitions and comments from the

YIbidem, p. 145.
18 Ibidem, p. 150.
19 Ibidem, p. 150.
2 Ibidem, p. 145.
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French text wherever they could be applied in Romanian,” but he provided
many examples as well.?!

Syntax is defined as “partea aceea Grdmmaticii care ne arata relatia si
cuviintia zicerilor ce au intre dansele, si cum le asezam una langa alta ca sa
facd un cuvantu dupi insusirile si firea unei limbi?? (‘that part of Grammar
that shows us the relation and propriety of the utterances that they have among
themselves, and how we place them next to each other to form a sentence
according to the characteristics and nature of a language’). Therefore, it is
presented, as with other grammar authors, from the perspective of parts of
speech. However, what Heliade Radulescu adds is the “concordanta” (=
agreement) regarding the adjective and the verb.?

In terms of the subject-verb agreement, he writes about “subjetul
compus” (the multiple subject) and lists the rules of syntactic agreement in
this case.?*

Noun-adjective agreement is extensively discussed with a number of
examples in Chapter III of the syntax, Concordanta Adjectivelor cu
Substantivele® (Agreement of adjectives with nouns), addressing language
issues that were intensely debated in later grammars but uninteresting from
the perspective of grammatical terminology.

Heliade Radulescu introduces some fundamental concepts: “subjet”
(subject) and “complinire” (adjunct), which appear when listing the functions
of the noun: “In vorbir, Substantivul se ia in trei feluri: adicd au in Subjetu,
au in Apostrofd, au in Complinire™?® (i.e., in speech, the noun may be appear
as a subject, as a vocative or as an adjunct).

The term “subject” is explained in the fourth part of the grammar,
through the linguistic calque “subzicut™?’. The terms “subjet simplu” (simple

2IN. A. Ursu, Modelul francez al gramaticii lui Ion Eliade Ridulescu, LR, X, nr.4, 1961, p. 324.
22 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Gramatica rumdneascd, edition and study by Valeria Gutu
Romalo, Bucuresti, 1980, p. 73.

23 Valeria Gutu Romalo, Studiu la Gramatica romdneascd a lui 1. Heliade Radulescu, p. 505.
24 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Op. cit., pp. 84-85.

2 Ibidem, pp. 78-82.

26 Ibidem, p. 73.

27 Ibidem, p. 130.
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subject) and “subjet compus” (multiple subject)?® appear here. Heliade makes
the distinction between “subjet necomplinit (grammaticesc)” ‘incomplete
(grammatical) subject’ and “subjet complinit (loghicesc)™® ‘complete
(logical) subject’.

“Apostrofa” corresponds to the vocative with the function of
interpellation, defined as “persoana sau lucrul catre care ne indreptaim
cuvantul? (‘the person or thing we address”).

Valeria Gutu Romalo notes that the term “complinire” has, like in
rational French grammars, a very broad meaning for Heliade®!. The author of
the grammar distinguishes between “complinirea nedreapta” (indirect object)
in the Dative case and “complinirea nedreapti insotitd de o prepozitie’?
(indirect object with preposition). The terminology of the “indirect object”
sparked a lot of discussion in post-Heliade grammars as well. >’

Although he uses a limited terminological apparatus, Heliade manages
to cover the area of verbal and adjectival modifiers through the terms
“complinirea verburilor” (verb modifier) and “complinirea adjectivelor”
(adjectival modifier). “Complinirea verburilor” may be “dreaptd” (= direct
object), “nedreaptd” (= indirect object), and “complinire intamplatoare” (=
adverbial), which indicates “timp, sau loc sau cualitate, sau catatime, sau
cauzd™*, i.e., time, place, quality, quantity or cause, - semantically defined.

The term “prezis” corresponds to the modern syntactic concept of
“predicate” and is introduced in grammar starting from the sentence, not from
a part of speech, as in the previous grammars. It is explained in the fourth
part, in the chapter on “sentence”, specifying that “de multe ori se arata intr-
una cu verbul™? (it often appears together with the verb). He makes a

28 Ibidem, p. 131.
2 Ibidem, p. 133.
30 Ibidem, p. 74.
31'Valeria Gutu Romalo, Op. cit., p. 506.
32 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Op. cit., p. 74.
3 Cf. Gramatica Academiei, vol. 11, 1966 edition and Gramatica de bazd a limbii romane,
2010 edition.
34 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Op. cit., p. 87.
35 Ibidem, p. 130.
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distinction between “prezisul simplu” (simple predicative) and “prezisul
compus” (multiple predicative): “Este simplu cand aratd numai o singura
cualitate, fie aratata printr-una sau mai multe ziceri si este compus cand arata
mai multe cualitati ce se cuvin subjetului si fie aratate fiesi care printr-una sau
mai multe ziceri”*® (‘It is simple when it shows only one quality, whether
expressed through one or several words, and it is multiple when it shows
several qualities that belong to the subject and are expressed through one or
more words’). As with the subject, Heliade distinguishes between “prezisul
necomplint, numit grammaticesc” (predicate expressed by one verb) and
“prezisul complinit, numit loghicesc™’ (predicate expressed by several verbs).

The presence or absence of adjuncts which accompany the main
constituents of a sentence is the main criterion for characterising sentences,
leading to their quite complicated classification.

Heliade starts his analysis of sentences with the definition that
“propozitia este o judecatd pronuntiati™® (‘the sentence is a pronounced
judgement’). Then he distinguishes between “propozitiile simple si compuse,
dupi subjetul si prezisul lor*® (‘simple and complex sentences, based on their
subject and predicate’).

“Propozitiile complinite” (sentences/clauses that may have modifiers)
are divided into “principale” (main) and “Incedente” (subordinate):
“Propozitie principald este aceea care arata insusi aceea ce noi vrem sa facem
cunoscutd si Incedentd este aceea care complineste, ca sd ecsplice au sa
determineze, una din partile de propozitii principale™® (‘A main clause is that
which shows what we want to make known, and a subordinate clause is that which
complements in order to clarify or determine one of the main sentence elements’).

Under the main clauses, there is a subclassification into “absolute (de
sine)” (self-sufficient main clauses) and “relative” (insufficient main clauses)
which prefigure the modern terms “principale suficiente” and “principale

36 Ibidem, p. 132.
37 Ibidem, p. 134.
38 Ibidem, p. 129.
3 Ibidem, p. 132.
40 Ibidem, p. 135.
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insuficiente™!: “Propositia absoluti este aceea ce fird ajutorul altia singuri
aratd un inteles Intreg si desavarsit si cea relativa este al caria Intelesul este
asemenea desavarsit, insd se reduce la alta care o face ca si se nasca™? (‘The
absolute, self-sufficient clause is that which makes sense on its own and the
insufficient clause is that whose meaning is also complete but needs another
one which helps it come to life’). A comparison may be made with the
terminology of Latin grammars and the cases of ablative absolute and ablative
relative clauses.

The subordinate clauses (“incedente”) are divided into “ecsplicative”
(explanatory) and “determinative” (determinative). In this case, the author of
the grammar provides numerous examples and comments on them in order to
make himself understood, linking the ecsplicativ — determinativ semantics to
the connecting elements by means of which clauses are introduced: “Zicem
ca propozitiile incedente fie ecsplicative, fie determinative se incep sau au in
transele au vre un adjectiv relativ, au particulile caci, pentru ca, fiind ca, din
pricind cd, ca sd, de, dacd, cand si altele” (‘We say that subordinate clauses,
whether explanatory or determinative, begin with or include either a relative
adjective or such particles as because, for, since, due to, in order to, if, when
etc.’). It is possible that these terms also have their origins in Latin grammars,
but these grammars would only apply them to clauses introduced by relative
pronouns or adjectives, referring to them as “determinative relatives” or
“explanatory relatives,” according to their meaning.

Heliade Radulescu provides another classification based on their
meaning and pronunciation into “ecspositive (de spunere)” (declarative
sentences), “inperative (de poruncire)” (imperative sentences), “interogative
(de intrebare)” (interrogative sentences) and “ecsclamative (de mirare)”*
(exclamatory sentences).

41 This model of classification is to be encountered later in Al. Graur, Pentru o sintaxd a
propozitiilor principale, in “Studii de gramatica”, I, 1956, p. 121 et seq.

4 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Op. cit., p. 135.

4 Ibidem, p. 138.

4 Ibidem, p. 140.
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In the same grammar, there is also a classification of sentences into
“ecsplicite sau curate” (explicit or clear) and “implicite sau impletite”
(implicit). This analysis leads to the establishment of the distinction between
“propozitiile pline au Intregi” (complete or full sentences) and “elliptice au
neintregi”* (elliptical sentences).

Referring to the grammatical description of these sentences, Valeria
Gutu Romalo states that the term and concept of “sentence/clause”, defined
as an expression of judgement, does not imply any limitations in terms of
linguistic organisation. Hence a limited terminological imprecision in certain
passages, through the use of the term “fras”, explained as “a syntactic unit
composed of several clauses”, which restricts and specifies the meaning of
the term “‘sentence/clause”. As an equivalent for “sentence” (= utterance,
communication), Heliade also uses the older term “cuvant” ‘word’: “Este de
trebuinta insa sd stim si locul sau randul care zicerile trebuie sa 1l aiba (...),
ficand o propozitie sau un cuvant”*® (‘But it is necessary to know the place
or order that utterances must have (...), making a sentence or a word’). Here,
the meaning of ‘word’ is equivalent to that of ‘speech or utterance’.

The term “constructie” is defined quite vaguely in the third part of the
grammar, as “regulile care se dau pentru randul si locul zicerilor intr-o
propozitie”*” (‘the rules given for the order and position of utterances in a
sentence’). We understand from the exposition of linguistic facts that he refers
to word order. Thus, Heliade distinguishes between “constructia fireasca sau
dreaptd” (normal word order) and “constructia figuratd, sau intoarsa, sau
nedreaptd”*® (inverted or unnatural word order).

Heliade Radulescu should be appreciated as the first author of
Romanian grammar who outlined a description of the language syntax in an
exposition that progresses gradually, from one point to another, following the
theoretical-conceptual model of French grammars. Valeria Gutu Romalo
remarks that specific references to the Romanian language are quite poor and

4 Ibidem, p. 139.
4 Ibidem, p. 124.
4 Ibidem, p. 124.
8 Ibidem, p. 140.
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“the Romanian work as such remains more of a sketch, suggested through
some observations and rules™. The author himself looks critically at this part
of grammar: “Niste regule din gradmatica generale, din sintaxea ce o cere
mintea universale in toate limbile se vad; regule insd de syntaxe romana sunt
foarte putine” (‘Some rules from general grammar, from the syntax that
universal mind requires in all languages; however, rules of Romanian syntax
are very few’).

Some old terms are used with meanings that have been lost over time,
or with new meanings attributed to them by calquing under the influence of a
foreign model. The term “cuvant” (word) is used in a broader sense to mean
“clause, sentence, communication”, and the term “parte de cuvant” (part of
speech) was used until the publication of the Gramatica Academiei (Academy
Grammar) in 1956.

The choice of one form or another has a conscious nature for Heliade.
The author expresses doubts and hesitations regarding the term “sintaxa”
(syntax) and presents various motivations for the forms “syntax” (neuter) or
“syntaxa”, “syndasse”, “syntaxe” (feminine).

With the intensification of journalistic and educational activities
aimed at cultivating and unifying the Romanian literary language, scholars
understood that the model according to which the loan should be made was
that of the Romance languages (French and Italian), as well as classical Latin.
Latinists attempted to apply the phonetic rules from the period of the
formation of the Romanian language to newly imported words, and although
disputes on this topic continued until the late 19" century, they were
eventually settled during the Maiorescu period by imposing phonetic and
grammatical norms with the help of dictionaries and grammars approved by
an academic societty.

From our work, it is evident that the phonetic aspect of neologisms
related to the language of grammar is fluctuating, as the same term is
borrowed through different channels, and the literary language did not
possess stable norms due to numerous reforms of transition from the Cyrillic

4 Valeria Gutu Romalo, Op. cit., p. 512.
30 Jon Heliade Radulescu, Literatura. Critica, 1, p.37.
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to the Latin alphabet. These phonetic variations also affect the morphological
classification of neologisms into one model or another: the adaptation of
linguistic terms to the feminine, masculine, or neuter gender; the
establishment of neuter plurals; the classification as nouns or adjectives; the
transition of verbs from one conjugation to another; numerous fluctuations of
suffixes and prefixes etc.

The grammatical terms obtained through semantic or structural
calques as well as through neologisms followed a multiple pattern, depending
on the foreign sources to which grammar authors oriented themselves and the
influences exerted on the Romanian language during this transitional period
in the process of modernising the language. We consider that multiple
etymology is the main cause of the existence of several variants of neologisms
that entered the Romanian language almost simultaneously, sometimes in the
same grammar, making it very difficult to establish the etymon.

The linguistic terminology used in current grammars has the ability to
express scientific concepts clearly and precisely and it may be related to any
linguistic system of another foreign language, thus contributing to the
internationalisation of specialised terms and making automatic translation possible
with the help of artificial intelligence and the use of new digital technologies.

Glossary of syntax terms

“alcatuire la olaltd” (RT, p. 172) = syntax

“complinire dreaptd” (IHR, p. 74) = Direct Object

“complinire Intamplatoare” (IHR, p. 74) = adverbial

“complinire” (IHR, p. 73) = adjunct, determiner

“complinirea adjectivelor” (IHR, p. 86) = adjectival modifier

“complinirea nedreaptd insotita de o prepozitie” (IHR, p. 85) =
indirect object with preposition

“complinirea nedreaptd” (IHR, p. 85) = indirect object in the Dative case

“complinirea verburilor” (IHR, p. 85) = verb modifier

“concordanta” (IHR, p. 78) = agreement

“conditionale sau ypotetice” (IHR, p. 71) = conditional conjunctions

“constructia fireasca sau dreapta” (IHR, p. 140) = normal word order

“constructia” (IBD, p. 128 ) = syntax
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“constructie” (IHR, p. 140) = word order

“constructione sau alcatuire” (Vac., p. 13) = syntax

“cuvant” (DEB, p. 11) = sentence

“cuvant” (IHR, p. 75) = sentence

“cuvanturi” (IHR, p. 75) = speech, utterance

“cuvinte” (Vac., p. 16) = sentences

“defective” (IBD, p. 115) = defective verbs

“despartire” (IHR, p. 69) = separative or partitive prepositions

“ecsclamative (de mirare)” (IHR, p. 140) = exclamatory sentences
(classified based on meaning and pronunciation)

“ecsplicite sau curate” (IHR, p. 139) = sentences (with a complete, full
meaning as opposed to the implicit ones)

“ecspositive (de spunere)” (IHR, p. 140) = declarative sentences
(classified based on meaning and pronunciation)

“elliptice au neintregi” (IHR, p. 139) = elliptical sentences

“fras” (IHR, p. 243) = complex sentence

“frasis” (Vac., p. 122) = complex sentence

“inperative (de poruncire)” (IHR, p. 140) = imperative sentences
(classified based on meaning and pronunciation)

“interogative (de intrebare)” (IHR, p. 140) = interrogative sentences
(classified based on meaning and pronunciation)

“Implicite sau impletite” (IHR, p. 139) = implicit sentences

“Incedente” (IHR, p. 138) = subordinate clauses

“Incheierea ” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax

“Incheierea graiurilor”(DEB, p. 99) = syntax of verbs

“Incheierea impreunarilor” (DEB, p. 116) = syntax of conjunctions

“Incheierea in loc de numelor” (DEB, p. 96) = syntax of pronouns

“Incheierea In mijloc aruncarilor” (DEB, p. 115) = syntax of interjections

“Incheierea inainte punerilor” (DEB, p. 112) = syntax of prepositions

“Incheierea numelor celor addogatoare” (DEB, p. 92) = syntax of adjectives

“Incheierea numelor celor infiintitoare” (DEB, p. 91) = syntax of nouns

“Incheierea spregrairilor” (DEB, p. 113) = syntax of adverbs

“Incheierea zicerilor” (DEB, p. 90) = sentence
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“Incheieturd” / ,,incheieturi” (RT, p. 212), (CDL, p. 54) = sentence /
sentences, complex sentences

“nestramutatoare” (IHR, p. 149) = intransitive verbs

“nominativ care sta la aratare” (CDL, p. 60) = expressed subject

“nominativ care sta pe ascuns” (CDL, p. 60) = unexpressed subject

“ojet” (CDL, p. 145) = object or adverbial

“participiu prezent” (IHR, p. 79) = the Gerunziu with an adverbial value

“period” (CDL, p. 24) = complex or compound sentence

“prezicat” (CDL, p. 145) = predicate

“prezis” (IHR, p. 331) = predicate

“prezisul complinit, numit loghicesc” (IHR, p. 332) = predicate
expressed by several verbs

“prezisul compus” (IHR, p. 332) = multiple predicative

“prezisul necomplint, numit grammaticesc” (IHR, p. 331) = predicate
expressed by a verb

“prezisul simplu” (IHR, p. 331) = simple predicative

“principale” (IHR, p. 243) = main clauses

“proastd” (DEB, p. 76) = simple

“propozitii Incedente determinative” (IHR, p. 138) = subordinate
clauses which add extra information to an element in the governing clause,
changing its meaning

“propozitii Incedente ecsplicative” (IHR, p. 138) = attributive
subordinate clauses (which provide an additional explanation to explain an
element in the governing clause)

“propozitii Incedente” (IHR, p. 138) = subordinate clauses

“propozitii principale absolute (de sine)” (IHR, p. 135) = self-
sufficient main clauses (which make sense on their own without other
modifiers or determiners)

“propozitii principale relative” (IHR, p. 135) = insufficient main clauses

“propozitii principale” (IHR, p. 135) = main clauses

“propozitii(le)” (IHR, p. 129) = utterance, communication

“propozitiile complinite” (IHR, p. 135) = sentences which may have modifiers

“propozitiile pline au intregi” (IHR, p. 134) = sentences
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“propozitiile simple” (IHR, p. 133) = simple sentences
“randuiala” / “randuiala” (DEB, p. 82) = word order
“savirsitori” (DEB, p. 47) = intransitive verbs

“sintaxa (alcatuirea cuvintelor)” (CDL, p. 145) = syntax
“sintaxis Incheietori” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax of parts of speech
“sintaxis randuitori” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax of the sentence
“sintaxis” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax

“sintaxisul impodobit” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax of the polished style
“sintaxisul prost” (DEB, p. 90) = syntax of common speech
“stapanit sau randuit” (DEB, p. 126) = subordinate
“stapanitori sau randuitori” (DEB, p. 126) = grammatical head
“stramutatoare” (IHR, p. 149) = transitive verbs

“subjet complinit (loghicesc)” (IHR, p. 148) = logical subject
“subjet necomplinit (grammaticesc)” (IHR, p. 148) = grammatical subject
“subjet simplu” (IHR, p. 147) = simple subject

“subjet” (IHR, p. 147) = subject

“subjetul compus” (IHR, p. 147) = multiple subject
“subzacut” (IHR, p. 147) = subject

“sujet” / “sujeti” (CDL, p. 45) = subject / subjects

“syntacs” (IHR, p. 85) = syntax

“syntaxis” (RT, p. 5, 172) = syntax

“transitive” (IBD, p. 126) = transitive verbs

“trecatori” (DEB, p. 47) = transitive verbs

“verburi lucratoare (active)” (CDL, p. 91) = transitive verbs
“voroava” (DEB, p. 11) = sentence
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