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ABSTRACT

The subject of this thesis is the development of a literary culture among
the Romanians in the period 1829-1890; the effect of this development on the
Romanians’ drive towards social modernization and political independence; and
the way in which the idea of literature (as both concept and concrete
manifestation) and the idea of the Romanian nation shaped each other. 1
concentrate on developments in the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia
(which united in 1859, later to form the old Kingdom of Romania).

I begin with an outline of general social and political change in the
Principalities in the period to 1829, followed by an analysis of the image of the
Romanians in European public opinion, with particular reference to the state of
cultural institutions (literacy, literary activity, education, publishing, individual
groups) and their evaluation for political purposes. I then go on to examine the
same cultural institutions from internal sources, with particular reference to the
significance accorded to cultural activity by contemporary actors. The last part of
this section traces the origin and crystallization of certain key concepts in
Romanian discourse: ‘literature’, ‘nation’, ‘Europe’.

The next two chapters follow the formal creation of public institutions of
education, publishing and the press within the context of the Russian protectorate
(1829-1848) and the period during and after which Romania gained her
independence (1848-1890). In the course of this analysis I examine the way in
which symbolic value was attached to these institutions.

I then present three, much smaller, case studies of Romanian literature ‘in
the field’.'I have chosen major aspects of the work of three major writers, who are
respectively Mihai Eminescu (1850-1889), Ion Luca Caragiale (1852-1912) and
Titu Maiorescu (1840-1917).

I thus seek to provide:

e An overview of the international and institutional contexts of Romanian social
and cultural development in the period under discussion.

e Some case studies of the relationship between the development of a national
literature and the formation of a national identity. Romania constitutes an
unusual model for anyone interested in European or colonial types of this
process.
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Introduction

INTRODUCTION

Many historians of ideas and of society have commented in different ways
on the fact that ‘literature’ and ‘nation’ become constituted as distinct categories
in nearly all parts of Europe in the period running approximately from 1700 to
1900. ‘Literature’ is proposed as a branch of intellectual activity distinct from
history, philosophy or theology. The ‘nation’, it is argued, is a natural unit for the

creation of states to replace despotic empires.

This work attempts to examine the introduction and development of these
concepts in that part of Europe which became known after 1881 as the Kingdom
of Romania, and formed the nucleus of a larger Romanian state created in 1918.
This process began at the end of the eighteenth century; I choose to end my
account in 1890. There is no reason to suppose that the definition of these ideas
was complete or final by that date — as with any extensively used words, the
meanings of the concepts literature and nation in Romanian continued to change
in time. People who were interested had, however, by that date, reason to believe
that not only a kingdom called Romania, but also something called ‘Romanian
literature’ and ‘the Romanian nation’ had come into existence, even if they might

have been hard pushed to provide an objective definition of these things.

My starting-point was a desire to provide a contribution to the study of the
process of nation-building in nineteenth-century Eastern Europe, using the case of
Romania to clarify the role played by programmatic literary movements in the
development of national sentiment and political nationalism. I was interested in
studying Romanian cultural history in the context of nineteenth-century social and
political developments in order to evaluate and possibly refine the existing
scholarship on the origins, forms and nature of nationalism in Europe. I was also
interested in filling an important gap in the English-language historiography on
nineteenth-century Romania. For despite the existence of an increasingly large
number of excellent scholarly works on Romanian political development in
English, there was still little in the way of work based primarily on the

Romanians’ own vision of their cultural experiences, and of a detailed account of
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nineteenth century Romanian attitudes to national identity and its role in
determining the political formations in which Romanians lived with each other

and with others.

Literature, Nation

A study of the relation between literature and nation could take many
forms. One could catalogue and periodize individual spheres of literary activity
and try to establish causal relations between their appearance and certain political
effects, comparing or contrasting these effects with those brought about by extra-
literary impulses, for example the economic. One could analyse the content of
cultural products such as fiction or poetry and produce a typology of
representations or types of the nation; again comparing or contrasting them with
‘real’ social practices of the national group in question. One could examine the
trajectories of individuals involved in the production of culture, and seek to find
correspondences between success in the cultural field and success in the political.
One could study the ‘importance’ of literature to the Romanian national identity;
or the ‘influence’ of nationalism in literature; the impact of politics on culture, or

the other way around.

The analysis of the concept ‘nation’ can cover everything from the word to
the designated human group or political institution;' ‘literature’ has had as many
or more different significations: a system of lettering; a totality of texts; a
selection thereof; the activity of producing and distributing them; the symbolic
value attached to any of the above. This imprecision, and the bewildering variety
of forms in which they manifest themselves, explains and partly justifies the fact
that much work in the field has been characterized by diverse collections of

smaller case studies rather than overarching theories.? But a review — however

! Jean Weisgerber, “Examen critique de la notion de nationalisme et de quelques problémes qu’elle
souléve en histoire littéraire.” Actes du IVe Congrés de I’Association Internationale de Littérature
Comparée. Fribourg 1964. ed. Frangois Jost. The Hague — Paris, 1966, I, p. 218-229, draws
attention to the inherently unscientific, symbolic nature of the language of nation: “the idea of
nation, like all our ideas, expresses itself through language, but this language expresses nothing but
itself.”

% Probably the three most important collections are: Actes du IV° Congrés de l'Association

7
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summary — of some general tendencies will not be out of place here.

Generally speaking, specialists in East European nation-building processes
have traditionally drawn attention to the importance of literature for the national
identity;® or at the very least to the importance of intellectual élites and the
movement of ideas over the economic and social structures of the region.* On the
other hand, influential typological studies of nationalism in Europe have tended to
minimize the content of national ideology in favour of materialist explanations of

the appearance of nationalist movements.’

Within the study of nationalism, attention has very frequently been given
to literature under the rubric of ‘social communication’: literature is generally
assimilated to ideology and to the means of its dissemination. It is considered to
be one of the important tools in making the spread of nationalism possible. It is
seen as a locus for the growth and transmission of myths, memories and historical
traditions; the inculcation of standardized but ‘authentic’ values and knowledge;
the demarcation and preservation of symbols.® Although this theory has been

criticized for its mechanistic presuppositions and its failure to pay attention to the

Internationale de Littérature Comparée. Fribourg 1964 (see previous note); Homi K. Bhabha, ed.
Nation and Narration. London, 1990; Michel Espagne & Michael Wemner, eds. Qu 'est-ce qu 'une
littérature nationale? Approches pour une théorie interculturelle du champ littéraire. [=
Philologiques, 111]. Paris, 1994. On Eastern Europe: R.B. Pynsent, ed. Literature and Nationalism
in Eastern Europe. London, 1996.

3 Emil Niederhauser, The Rise of Nationality in Eastern Europe. Budapest, 1977, Paul E.
Michelson, section on the nineteenth century in Kurt Treptow, ed. History of Romania. 3" edn.
lasi, 1997, p. 299ff.; Peter Brock, Folk cultures and little peoples: aspects of national awakening
in East Central Europe. New York, 1992 (EEM, no. 346); G. F. Cushing, “The Birth of National
Literature in Hungary.” SEER, XXXVIII, 1959-1960, p. 459-475.

* Peter Sugar, “External and Domestic Roots of East European Nationalism”, in idem & Ivo
Lederer, eds. East European Nationalism. Seattle, 1969, p. 3-54; and Ivo Banac, The National
Question in Yugoslavia. Yale UP, 1984 both argue that ideologies are more important than social
structures in the development of nationalism in Eastern Europe. Even a more materialist thinker
like Katherine Verdery is prepared to agree that nationalism is not just a superstructural reflection
of bourgeois capitalist development: “This discourse came to permeate society so completely that
its terms garbled the transformation of the socioeconomic order.” Transylvanian Villagers.
Berkeley - Los Angeles - Oxford, 1983, p. 183. Irina Livezeanu, Cultural politics in Greater
Romania. Ithaca, NJ, 1995, p. 7, argues along similar lines.

3 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism. Oxford, 1983, p- 135; cf. idem, Encounters with
Nationalism. Oxford, 1994, p. 179: nationalism “is too important a matter to be left to lit-crit.” See
also Miroslav Hroch, The Social Preconditions of the National Revival in Europe tr. Ben Fowkes.
Cambridge, 1985; Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power, 11. Cambridge, 1993.

® The theory is generally associated with Karl Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication.
2" edn. Cambridge, MA, 1963.
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content of national cultures,” it has its uses as a model, and as stated I am
interested in the ‘machinery’ of nation-building through literature just as much as
in the content. We need however, to consider two further objections to the idea
that literature is a mere ‘tool’ in the hands of the nationalists. One is that if
literature is simply a mechanism for the inculcation of ideologies, why is it that
literature is so persistently associated with national movements, and not with
other ideological causes? For instance, Marxist critics have for a long time seen
literature as the product and reflection of class interests and struggles, and yet the
idea of literature as reflecting class identity has taken far less root in the popular
imagination, even allowing for the problems of ‘false consciousness’ adduced to
explain this lacuna.® The second objection lies in the fact that although social
communication theory appears to minimize literature and literary ideology, its
advocates paradoxically end up overrating literature’s importance and its
efficiency as a transmission belt for national ideologies. They claim literature is a
mere mechanism; but they assume that this mechanism is itself frictionless, that it
never breaks down, that there is no shrinkage or distortion between the message
sent and the message received through the medium of literature. This is to fall
prey to a simplistic empiricism, assuming that the recipient population is a mere
empty vessel or blank sheet to be filled or inscribed with the relevant message: no
attention is given to forces which obstruct or slow down the nation-building
project. Paradoxically, these last two theses are borrowed directly from nation-

builders and received uncritically as such.

Perhaps it would be more useful if we were to think about the ‘means of
transmission’ as itself endowed with symbolic content. Then we could provide a
sociology of national literature which could describe the institutions of culture
without judging their importance only by their efficacy. For instance, in late
nineteenth-century Romania virtually everybody who spoke on the subject
regarded schools as key institutions for the development of the nation; they were

frequently referred to as ‘sacred’ without irony or even a metaphorical sense being

’ Anthony D. Smith, Nations and Nationalism in a Global Era. Cambridge, UK, 1995, p. 89-90
andp. 174 n. 7.

8 This criticism was made by Michael Mann (op. cit., p. 36-38) of Benedict Anderson’s Imagined
Communities. London, 1983.
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intended. And yet the same writers did not shrink from admitting their inefficacy
as tools for the inculcation of given messages. I will show that the language used
to describe schooling, and that of ‘enlightenment’ in general, itself produced a
myth of the sacrality of pedagogy in which literature, the ultimate didactic

convention, was given pride of place.

The critic Michael Wemer has produced a possible list of sites of
importance for the investigators of the nation-building process and a critical
assessment of the efficacy of the various institutional processes at work in the

creation of a national literature:
1. the relative impact of state centralism;
2. the role of the intellectuals in politics;
3. Schooling;
4. Literary criticism,;
5. the relation between belles-lettrés and science;
6. Literature and collective identity.’

I find this schema useful, and have followed it to a degree in structuring my own
research. However, before outlining my own procedures, I should note that the use
of a research model developed in a West European context has certain advantages
but also disadvantages for investigating an East European case. Its utility lies in
the fact that such a method opens up the possibility of comparability across
cultures, and the establishment of criteria which transcend the individual case.
Starting from Western (especially Franco-German) norms is also important and
useful because these were precisely the models (perceived often to be in symbolic
constrast to each other) with which Romanian nation-builders operated in the
nineteenth century. The impact of the West in the whole of South-Eastern Europe
has been fundamental for structuring modern identities in the region: one writer

has even gone so far as to liken the introduction of Western ideas in the Balkans in

® Michael Werner, “La place relative du champ littéraire dans les cultures nationales. Quelques
remarques a propos de I’example franco-allemand.” In Espagne & Werner, eds. Qu’est-ce qu ‘une
littérature nationale? ed. cit., p. 15-30.

10
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the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to the coming of Christianity.'

On the other hand, paying attention to relations with the West as ‘a force
for change’ does not permit us to overrate the degree of real change in Romanian
society and culture. The role of the West as model was itself solicited and
manipulated in the period under study; examining the Romanian case in the light
of Western ‘norms’ is not therefore an act of methodological innocence. Even
later critics’ theories of influence evoked the concept of the contrasting modelling
power of French and German culture: French was perceived to be superficial and
inflexible, and German to play an organic and catalytic role." Furthermore,
Romanian contacts with the West were frequently indirect and were mediated by a
number .of intermediate cultures: Russian culture was one, others included Greek,
Hungarian, Austrian, Serbian and Ottoman. More importantly, as Werner himself
points out, the West European conceptions of ‘national literature’ were often
elaborated with an eye towards the exclusion of other cultural claims; at the very

least, their pretence to universality should not be taken at face value.'

Modernity

This raises the question of whether the term ‘modernity’, which I use to
frame this discussion of literature and nation in Romania, is in fact appropriate.
Modernity as a sociological concept was developed in nineteenth-century Western
Europe to refer to the general transformation of states, societies and economic
systems, and the total reorganization thereof on new bases, characterized by the
establishment of complex political systems, rationalization, science, industry,

capitalism, democracy and secularism.” It can refer to a fait accompli or an

19 Traian Stoianovich, introduction to new edition of L. S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453.
London, 2000, p. xxvi.

"' This theory is associated particularly with the Romanian thinker Lucian Blaga (for details see
Hitchins, Rumania 1866-1947, p. 306ff.) but also affects more recent accounts of influence: see
e.g. the important essay by Andrei Corbea, “Zur Problematik eines ,,Deutschen Modells” der
Junimea-Gesellschaft.” In Al. Zub, ed. Culture and Society. Iasi, 1985, p. 101-112.

12 Werner, op. cit.; a problem also identified by Christophe Charle, Les intellectuels en Europe au
XIX siécle. Paris, 1996, p. 20.

13 Jean Baechler, “Modernité”, article in Dictionnaire de la sociologie. Paris, 1993, s.v. Norman
Davies offers a list of no fewer than forty-eight potential criteria for measuring ‘modernization’ in
his Europe: A History. Oxford UP, 1996, p. 1293.

11
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inconclusive process; something to be rejected, or a desideratum: for many
Romanians of the nineteenth century it was both.

The idea of “modernity” as an analytical concept has been criticized for its

generality, as well as for its Eurocentrism."

The latter charge can be
accommodated if the analyst does not assume, as many have, that the Western
European patterns of modernization form a universal blueprint for the
development of the rest of the world; or that the West “modernized” without
interacting profoundly with the people and systems of every other continent. The
accusation that the term is too general is harder to refute. Nevertheless I find it
useful as a short means of expressing the presence of the idea of radical change in

material and cognitive methods of social organization that took place in the West

and proved to be a crucial paradigm in the thought of the people I am studying."”

Another advantage of the term modernity is that it signals the importance
of what has been called “one of the fundamental features of Romanian cultural
experience”, namely “its relationship with time”.'* The development of the ideas
of literature and nation in Romania occurred in the context of “a dramatic relation
with historical time, one both of rupture and of attachment to tradition.”"” Insofar
as modernity proposes a critical attitude to the past, it contains within it the seed
of the possibility of irreversible change and the ability to alter the self-image of a
given community; in the literary sphere, through the creation of new texts and the
reordering of the old, it ihvolves the use of textual technology to restructure social
memory in a way that corresponds with the use of other forms of technology~
derived from science and put to the service of the modernizing project. As far as
modernity in literature is concerned, at least since Baudelaire, one of the pioneers
of the term modernité in French, the implication has been that “literature has a

constitutive affinity with action, with the unmediated, free act that knows no

' Harry Ritter, “Modernity” in idem, Dictionary of Historical Concepts. Westort, CT — New York
—London, 1986, p. 273-277.

'* See also Jacques Le Goff, ‘Antique (ancien) / moderne’, in Histoire et mémoire. Paris, 1988, p.
59-103.

'® Dennis Deletant, “The Debate between Tradition and Modernity in the Shaping of a Romanian
Identity” in R. B. Pynsent, ed. Literature and Nationalism..., p. 18.

' Florea loncioaia, Stat, societate, culturd in Principatele Romdne (prima jumdtate a secolului
XIX). Teza de doctorat. Rezumat. Universitatea “A.I. Cuza”, Iasi, 1998, p. 1.

12
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past.

However, I should emphasize I treat the concept of modemity as an idea
rather than a detailed description of what actually happened in Romania. Indeed,
in the case of Romania, it is more appropriate to speak of the consciousness of the
absence of modemity, or, in Ernest Gellner’s phrase, its uneven diffusion.” For
instance, educational and language reform was envisaged not as a consequence of
economic modernization, but as a catalyst for it, or at times even a substitute for
it.* As such, the concept is ideologically charged: it is necessary to bear in mind
that our understanding of the term derives directly from the debates on modernity
in the period under study, both in the West and as received and reinterpreted by
Romanians. The role of modernity as a modelling idea among the Romanians will
be examined thoroughly later on. For the time being I should like to note its utility
in understanding that the correlative development of the ideas of nation and
literature in Romanian discourse should not be seen as taking place in some bell-

jar of hypothetical experiment, but in a much larger context of social change.

Romania

A fourth term in my title, namely “Romania”, also warrants some initial
clarifications. As already stated, I shall be dealing very largely with what
happened on the territory of what formed the so-called “Old Kingdom” of
Romania. This raises some problems of terminology, but also some questions of

method.

The first modern state to be called “Romania” was created from the Union
of the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia in 1859. Its new name and its
formal independence from the Ottoman Empire were internationally recognized in

1878; it became a kingdom in 1881. “Moldavia” and “Wallachia”, it should be

'8 Paul de Man, “Literary History and Literary Modernity”, in Blindness and Insight (1971) cited
by Matei Calinescu, Faces of Modernity. Bloomington, 1977, p. 51.

' Ernest Gellner, “Nationalism and Modernization” [1964] in John Hutchinson and Anthony D.
Smith, eds. Nationalism. Oxford — New York, 1994, p. 61.

20 Alina Hurubean, “Optiuni metodologice in cercetarea modermnitatii politice.” Xenopoliana, VI, 1-
2, 1998, p. 50-57.

13
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noted, are foreign and not local names, and appear only occasionally in Romanian
sources, generally under the influence of foreign writings. The usual internal name
for Wallachia was Jara Rumdneascd, and the inhabitants called themselves
rumdni, or occasionally romdni.* Moldavians called their country Moldova, and
themselves moldoveni; but the term rumdn/romdn was regularly in use there too.?
It was generally accepted that, as the Metropolitan of Ungrovlahia Theodosie

wrote in 1680, Moldavians and Romanians “all flow from the same source.””

However, the term “Romania” was not in use in Romanian in this period.
In Latin, in the early Middle Ages it had referred to the Eastern Roman Empire.*
This usage became obsolete after the fall of Constantinople in 1453, but in the
West continued to designate more limited areas of the Empire, particularly the
area lying south of the Balkan and east of the Rhodope mountain ranges, but
sometimes for the whole of the Ottoman Empire’s European possessions, for
which the Turks themselves used Rumeli” “Romania” in this sense was
commonly used by European writers in the early nineteenth century.?® But its use
in either internal or foreign writings for any of the lands north of the Danube was
virtually non-existent before 1830, and even after that date the sense was generally

confined to meaning Wallachia.”” The term was promoted and given an ideological

2! The spelling rumdn instead of roman can be easily explained by two vowel-changes common to
Romanian: o>u (Latin longus became lung; bonus > bun; dolor > durere; nomen > nume, ponere
> pune); and @>d (d transcribes the Old Cyrillic letter x; spelt 7 in Romanian in certain periods):
campus > cdmp; panis > pdine; quando > cdnd, etc. (P. P. Panaitescu, Interpretdri romdnegti. 2nd
edn. Bucuresti, 1994, p. 65.) The question of what local people called themselves before the early
15th century, when we have clear evidence that they called themselves something like romani and
believed themselves descended from the Romans, is immaterial to this thesis.

2 Eugen Stanescu, “Premisele medievale ale constiintei nationale roménesti. Romén-roménesc in
textele roméanesti din veacurile XV-XVIL.” Studii, XVII, 5, 1964, p. 971{f.

2 BRV, 1, p. 234.
2 Robert Lee Wolff, “Romania.” Speculum, XXIII, 1, 1948, p. 1-34.

5 M. Popescu-Spineni, Romdnia in izvoare cartografice. Bucuresti, 1978; Karl Kaser,
Siidosteuropdische Geschichte und Geschichtswissenschaft. Wien - Koln, 1990, p. 92f.

% Two examples will suffice. a) The English traveller Richard Bright, writing about Gypsies in
Eastern Europe, spoke of their presence “in Walachia, Slavonia, Bessarabia, Tartary, Bulgaria,
Greece and Romania” (Travels from Vienna through Lower Hungary. Edinburgh, 1818, p. 527). b)
The Russian Decembrist P. I. Pestel drew up a plan in 1821 for the division of Turkey’s European
possessions into a “Greek Kingdom” with ten regions: Wallachia, Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia,
Bosnia, Albania, Morea, Thessaly, Macedonia, Livadia. For Pestel, “Romania” has its capital at
Adrianople, and borders on the Aegean sea, the Balkan mountains and Macedonia. (Vosstanie
Dekabristov. Dokumenty. Tom VII. Moskva, 1958, p. 327.)

2 E. Stanescu, “Roumanie. Histoire d’un mot, chez les Roumains au XVII-XIX® siécles.

14
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importance largely by French writers (but also by some Romanians).”* By 1848 the
larger sense of the term was being widely vehiculated, and it did not take long for
the term to become the natural replacement for Moldova and JTara Rumdneasca
(or the portmanteau terms such as Moldovalachie used in French) when the
Principalities were united after 1859. It is nevertheless anachronistic to refer to the
principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia as “Romania” before 1859. The general
term used for Moldavia and Wallachia in international diplomacy from the early
nineteenth century onwards is “The Danubian Principalities” and I shall use this

term.

Equally important to note in any consideration of Romanian national
identity is that the Old Kingdom of Romania did not include all Romanians in one
state. At the end of the nineteenth century, there were around three million
Romanians in the Habsburg Empire, and approximately one million in Tsarist
Russia. These populations and the lands they inhabited were integrated into the
Old Kingdom after the First World War. Bessarabia, lost to the Soviet Union after
1944, now forms the independent Republic of Moldova; while virtually all the
former Habsburg territories (Transylvania and adjoining parts) continue to form an
integral part of Romania today.” The Habsburg Romanians had a distinct tradition
of intellectual activity which was crucial for the development of Romanian
national identity as a whole; but about which I will not be saying a great deal. In

this and other ways, my thesis does not presume to survey the literature of all the

Développement de la conscience d’unité territoriale.” BS, X, 1969, p. 69-94. For the few
exceptions see Adolf Armbruster, Romanitatea romdnilor. 2™ edn. Bucuresti, 1993, p. 260-261.
An isolated usage of the terms Romandiola or Romaniola for Wallachia by a Hungarian Jesuit
writing in the late sixteenth century: Serban Papacostea, Geneza statului in evul mediu romdnesc.
Rev. edn. Bucuresti, 1999, p. 251. For examples of “Romania” being used to mean Wallachia in
the 1830s, see below, p. 54 n. 116, p. 136 n. 126.

% Ibid.; the most influential work was J.A. Vaillant, La Romanie ou histoire, langue, littérature,
orographie, statistique de peuples de la langue d'or, ardaliens, vallaques et moldaves, résumés
sous le nom de romans. 1-111. Paris, 1844; but this was preceded by idem, Grammaire Roumdne
[sic] a 'usage des Frangais. Bukarest, 1840 (a reedition of his Grammaire vallaque [sic] a l'usage
des frangais, 1836); E. Kohly de Guggsberg, (‘Le Philodace’), Apergu sur I’éducation chez les
Roumains, suivi de quelques remarques relatives a la prosperité des Principautés. Jassy, 1841 (for
the use of the term “Roumanie” in this work see N. Iorga, Istoria romdnilor prin caldtori. 2™ edn.
Bucuresti, 1928, IV, p. 83); E. Regnauld, “Les Principautés Danubiennes. Romanie ou
Moldovalachie.” Revue indépendante, Paris 1843, p. 519-540.

% The only exception is Northern Bukovina, which became part of the Soviet Union in 1944, and is
today in Ukraine.
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Romanians. This is not to suggest that what happened in Transylvania is neither
interesting or relevant to a discussion of modern Romanian identity, far from it:
they have received a good deal of historiographical attention, and it would not be
an exaggeration to say that Romanian national identity in Transylvania has
received more detailed study in English-language historiography than the “Old

Kingdom” lands.*

It is, however, legitimate to acknowledge that the political and cultural
movements in the Principalities and the Old Kingdom had an independent
dynamic; and that the traditions, representations and experiences of the
Principalities that have dominated modern debates on Romanian identity, if only
because state traditions and social and political institutions were maintained and
affirmed there first. The prevailing trend in modern Romanian historiography
(both political and literary) has been to give much more attention to the
Principalities - some admitting this openly as a choice, others less critically and
assuming a “custom”.’’ This may be a good or a bad thing, and indeed there are
many reasons for saying that it is not. I am treating an institutionally crucial
segment of the life of the Romanians in the nineteenth century: after 1918, this
institutional framework continued to dominate Romanian political life, while
facing the challenge of integrating different provincial traditions, with greater or
lesser success.’” I hope this study can form a basis for understanding the ongoing

debates and contests over Romanian cultural identity in the twentieth century; but

30 Keith Hitchins’ standard work, The Rumanian national movement in Transylvania, 1780-1849.
Cambridge, 1969, has now been replaced by idem, A Nation Discovered. Romanian intellectuals
and the idea of nation in Transylvania, 1700-1848. Bucharest, 1999. See also idem, 4 Nation
Affirmed. The Romanians of Transylvania, 1860-1914. Bucharest, 2000; Verdery, Transylvanian
Villagers; Lasz16 Péter, ed. Historians and the History of Transylvania. New York, 1992 (EEM).

31 Cf. the remarks of Cilinescu History of Romanian Literature From its Origins to the Present
Day [1941]. 4th edn., tr. Leon Levitchi. Milan, 1988, p. 13, and Paul Cornea, Originile
romantismului romdnesc. Bucuresti, 1972, p. 470-477. lorga’s great literary histories (Istoria
literaturii romine in secolul al XVII-lea (1688-1821). I-11. Bucuresti, 1901; Istoria literaturii
romdnesti in secolul al XIX-lea. 1-111. Bucuresti, 1907-1909) were written before the Union of
1918; the second edition (1925-1934) does not give much more attention to Transylvania.

32 On these debates see especially Katherine Verdery, “The rise of the discourse about Romanian
identity: Early 1900s to World War IL.” In Romadnii in istoria universald ed. 1. Agrigoroaiei, Gh.
Buzatu and V. Cristian, Vol II/1. Iasi, 1987, p. 25-60; Irina Livezeanu, Cultural Politics in Greater
Romania: Regionalism, Nation Building and Ethnic Struggle, 1918-1930. Ithaca, NJ, 1995,
focuses on state educational policies; Augustin loan, Power Play and National Identity. Bucharest,
1999, on public architecture.
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it should be borne in mind that I am describing the dominant, but by no means the

only traditions of Romanian cultural development.

Structure of thesis

It should be clear enough from the above methodological discussion that
the number of potential objects of study under such a title are enormous, and the
complexities of the case under study could hardly be exhausted within the
parameters of a PhD thesis. I hope, however, that they also provide an idea of the
kind of questions one might address, the kind I have chosen to address, and also

some justification for the manner in which I have chosen to structure my research.

An introductory chapter focuses on the sociopolitical and cultural status of
the Romanians of the Principalities in the period before 1829. An account of the
prevailing political and social conditions is followed by an analysis of the image
of the Romanians in European public opinion, with particular reference to the state
of cultural institutions (literacy, literary activity, education, publishing, individual
groups) and their evaluation for political purposes. I then go on to examine the
same cultural institutions from internal sources, with particular reference to the
significance accorded to cultural activity by contemporary actors. The last part of
this section traces the origin and crystallization of certain key concepts in

Romanian discourse: ‘literature’, ‘nation’, ‘Europe’.

The next two chapters follow the formal creation of public institutions of
education, publishing and the press within the context of the Russian protectorate
(1829-1848) and the period during and after which Romania gained her
independence (1848-1890). My account will be structured largely in a
chronological arrangement, looking in some detail at the more particular contexts
that conditioned cultural activity in different periods. In the course of this analysis
I seek to address a series of questions concerning the origins of a debate about the
idea and uses of literature; the major political currents animating this debate; the
success in applying these theories, and whether their application led to social
change or improvement, or a changing self-conception of Romanian identity; the

role of the centralized bureaucracy, and of foreign interventions and influences in
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Romanian society.

I then present three, much smaller, case studies of Romanian literature ‘in
the field’. I have chosen major aspects of the work of three major writers, who are
respectively a literary critic, a poet and a dramatist. Mihai Eminescu (1850-1889)
is Romania’s best-known poet and the one most widely acclaimed as
representative of the national genius. I undertake here a detailed analysis of his
political journalism and the kind of nationalism expressed there, while also
relating it to some of his poetical work. Ion Luca Caragiale (1852-1912) is perhaps
Romania’s best-loved playwright, and generally associated with an ironic and
satirical approach to national identity. I look at some of Caragiale’s short stories
with a view to analysing certain stereotypes put into circulation or developed by
him. In so doing, I hope to provide a brief examination of how stereotypes are
elaborated, but also how they can be contested or made provisional within the
functioning of a given literary genre, in this case the short story. Titu Maiorescu
(1840-1917) was Eminescu’s mentor, editor and promoter; he also carried out a
bewildering variety of cultural ‘tasks’ in the second half of the nineteenth-century,
from establishing an autonomous literary criticism, running literary circles,
becoming rector of Iasi and then Bucharest universities, rising to Minister of
Education, and later Prime Minister. In a separate chapter I examine his attempts
to argue for literature as an autonomous form of expression, not dependent on
politics but also equally significant for the cultural life of the nation. I argue that
this attempt failed philosophically and practically, and attempt some explanations

as to why this might be.

My thesis therefore limits itself to a structured account of the institutions
in which a modern written Romanian culture developed, and the use of a number
of case studies to detail selected major fopoi of Romanian discourse. I use
successively several different techniques of analysis, from a sociology of the
instruments of diffusion, to that of the actors, to that of individual works, to genres
on the margins of literature. A different author would have made a different
selection, and I hope other authors will. If I have succeeded in opening up a field
for further exemplification and more work that would refine the conclusions

arrived at here, I feel the task will have been justified.
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Periodization

The periodization of modern Romanian culture is a complicated and by no
means settled problem. There is an entire bibliography dedicated to the subject,
and one could even periodize these theories (inter-war periodization, communist
periodization, etc).” Romanian historians have frequently formulated their
periodizations with half an eye to what they reveal or conceal about ‘development’
in relation to Western time-frames, and indeed a classic work in the field, Eugen
Lovinescu’s Istoria civilizatiei romdne moderne (1924-1926) proposed the idea of
‘synchronism’ as both a desideratum and a historical law governing the meaning
of Romanian modernization. One of the most salient strategies of nationalist
Romanian cultural theorists, particularly in the 1980s but also earlier, involved
precisely this issue, and led to the development of a whole theory of ‘Romanian
protochronism’ which argued the temporal priority of Romanian achievements

vis-a-vis the West.>

Aside from these problems, however, a sufficiently large number of
historians of Romanian culture have settled on the period 1770-1830 as a
fundamental turning point in the history of mentalities and indeed in terms of
every facet of cultural change in Romania.*® I have treated this in my introductory
chapter as a distinct period, but also used it to some extent as a base line for
measuring degrees of change over the nineteenth century in subsequent chapters.
This may have the disadvantage of making the earlier age appear static and the

post-1830 period as one of change and progress.*® I have, however, tried wherever

3 Periodizarea literaturii romdne. Contributii bibliografice. Bucuresti, 1969.

3 For a brilliant dissection of protochronism, see Katherine Verdery, National Ideology under
Socialism. Berkeley — LA - London, 1991, p. 167-214, published (synchronically!) in Romania, in
Al Zub, ed. Temps et changement dans I’espace roumain. lasi, 1991, p. 187-230.

% Daniel Barbu, “Ecriture sur le sable. Temps, histoire et eschatologie dans la société roumaine a
la fin de I’ancien régime”, in Al. Zub ed., op. cit., p. 135 (with references). For brief reviews of the
literature, see Al. Dutu, “Le renouvellement de la culture dans les pays roumains (1770-1830)”,
AHRF, XLVII, nr. 225, juillet-septembre 1976, p. 402-422); Robert Frank Forrest, “Eighteenth
Century Romanian Institutions and the Impact of the French Revolution.” RESEE, XXX, 1-2,
1992, p. 103-110.

% This was the effect of Pompiliu Eliade’s classic works De !’influence frangaise sur l’esprit
public en Roumanie. Paris: E. Leroux, 1898; and L ’esprit public en Roumanie au XIX® siécle. 2t.
Paris, 1905, 1914. It is to some extent still present in Keith Hitchins, The Romanians, 1774-1866.
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possible to distinguish particularly in the earlier period between general trends and
individual actions; and to date more closely the appearance of particular aspects of
the changes that have often been hidden under the cloak of the idea of “an age of
transition”. I then work broadly through the period until 1890.

The latter date is considerably more arbitrary than the first, and does not, I
admit, appear to correspond particularly neatly to any specific moment of
structural change either in politics or literature. A number of minor but significant
factors converge, however, to set my rather open ending at this date, above and
beyond the need to keep down the volume of material under study. By taking the
story beyond 1878 and Romanian independence, we can see how (or rather, if...) a
literary culture changes before and after statehood is achieved. The period 1878-
1890 saw the first establishment of an acknowledged canon of Romanian writers,
with the accompanying formal consecration and contestation. A number of the
major nineteenth-century writers died around that date (Alexandrescu 1885,
Bolliac 1885, Creanga 1889, Eminescu 1889, Alecsandri 1890, Kogalniceanu
1891, Odobescu 1895, Ghica 1897). From a sociological point of view, too,
institutions like national schooling and a free press but also fiction and theatre had
taken definite shape by 1890 and would thereafter expand dramatically.
Politically, the monarchy and electoral and party systems had been established. In
terms of nationalism’s concrete aims, a major shift occurred in 1891 with the
establishment of the Romanian Cultural League which gave a completely
different importance to the Transylvanian question within the cultural politics of
Old Kingdom Romania. On the other hand, many of the central themes concerning
Romanian national identity, that preoccupied the post-1890 writers - examples
include the peasant, modernity vs. tradition, the Jewish question - had been
established in the previous period, as had the major literary genres. Accordingly, I
will treat my endpoint as a provisional resting-place from which it is possible to
look both backwards at the newly constructed forms, and forwards to their further
implementation and the consequences thereof. A study taking developments up to
the First World War would be fascinating, but requires a new and systematic

gathering of material that lies outside the scope of this work.

Oxford, 1996.
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Finally, it should be stressed that I am not attempting to make excessive
claims for the decisive importance of either the subject or the period I am
studying, or its determining effects on Romanian identity today. There are a
number of similarities to be drawn between nineteenth-century cultural politics
and cultural politics today, but there are also a great number of differences, and it
were well to remember this, particularly as much mention of Romania’s cultural
heritage in foreign-language work is occasioned purely by a desire to elaborate
more or less deterministic theories to explain present conditions.”” I have tried to
provide my own answers at certain stages to the question of what traditions were
important in the shaping of a modern Romanian literary culture: these may have
become constraining at certain stages but are not “fatal” and do not explain
everything about Romania. It is difficult to come to judgements about causality in
history without examining a much wider range of potential causes and mobilising
factors than the present thesis allows: in general I have been more interested in

unearthing individual strategies than sketching thumbnail theories of destiny.

Sources

It is, I hope, clear from the way I have outlined my research above that this
thesis has been built on a base of wide reading, of an extensive rather than an
intensive nature. It has been part of my agenda not only to consider the question
“what is literature?” as potentially applicable to any text, but also to consider the
answers as having potential repercussions in all areas of social life. I have
deliberately read behind and around the limited canon of ‘classic’ literature in
order to look at larger contexts and processes. I have not ventured beyond the
published sources to undertake explorations in archives. However, I believe I have
tackled the published primary and secondary literature in a thorough, if not
exhaustive manner, starting with the suggestions of my supervisor and continuing
with systematic use of the principal bibliographical tools, anthologies and

collections of sources.’® I am particularly indebted to one reference work, the

37 An influential example is Michael Shafir, “Political culture, intellectual dissent, and intellectual
consent: the case of Romania.” Orbis, XXVII, 2, 1983, p. 393-420.

3% 1 list these separately at the beginning of my bibliography.
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Dictionarul literaturii romdne pind la 1900, which provides the most
comprehensive guide to primary and secondary literature published at that time
(1979). I supplemented the remarkable collections in the British Library and the
School of Slavonic and East European Studies Library, London, with extensive
soundings in the catalogues of the principal research libraries in Romania, notably
the National Library [Biblioteca Nationald], the library of the “Nicolae Iorga”
History Institute, Bucharest Central University Library, and the Romanian
Academy Library [Biblioteca Academiei Romdne]. I have consulted contemporary
editions extensively, and looked beyond the selections and formatting of modern

critical editions of major authors.

Romanian historiography has a bad reputation in the West. This is at least
partially deserved; but we should remember first of all that it is mainly the bad
works that have attracted attention.”” Behind this is a lesser-known tradition of
fairly modest scholarship which might sometimes be accused of provincialism but
deserves to be taken into account. Considerations of space make it impossible to
include a detailed account of the large secondary literature, or the immense
problems facing Romanian literary history in general.** Readers can see where I
have obtained my information and where I disagree with major interpretations in
the footnotes: space does not permit the listing of every work I have read which
touches on a given subject, although I have tried to be as thorough as possible.
Those versed in such matters will recognise that I am indebted, even where I take
issue with them, to the works of scholars such as Mircea Anghelescu, Sorin
Antohi, Daniel Barbu, Paul Cornea, Alexandru Dutu, Stefan Lemny, Adrian
Marino, Zigu Ornea, Andrei Pippidi, Alexandru Zub and others, as well as to their
predecessors, such as Nicolae Iorga, Pompiliu Eliade, loan Filitti, George
Cilinescu, Dumitru Popovici and others. Outside Romania the works of Sorin

Alexandrescu, Dennis Deletant, Catherine Durandin, Klaus Heitmann, Keith

% Good accounts of the bad include Stephen Fischer-Galati, “Myths in Romanian History.” EEQ,
XV, 3, 1981, p. 327-334; Manfred Stoy, “Politik und Geschichtswissenschaft in Ruménien 1965-
1980.” Siidostforschungen, XLI, 1982, p. 219-259; Paul Michelson, “Romania” in Gale Stokes, ed.
Nationalism in the Balkans: an annotated bibliography. New York, 1984, p. 31-67; essays in
Laszlo Péter, ed., op. cit.; Verdery, op. cit., p. 215-255.

% For some general considerations see Nemoianu, Virgil “Romanian literary history.” SEE, 1V, 1,
1977, p. 108-118; Dufu, “Le renouvellement de la culture...”; Frederick Kellogg, 4 history of
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Hitchins, Paul Michelson, Katherine Verdery and others have provided a
framework in which the study of Romanian identity has become not only possible
but intellectually exciting. My conclusions are presented at the end: before that, as
Ezra Pound remarked in his ABC of Reading, “there is a long boring part”, namely

the exposition.

Romanian historical writing. Bakersfield, CA, 1990 largely ignores literary history.
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1774-1829

1. 1774-1829
Politics and Social Change

The political status of Wallachia and Moldavia in the fifty years before
1829 is not easy to define: not only was it peculiar within Europe, but it was also
subject to intense military and diplomatic contestation throughout this period.
Nominally, the principalities were under the sovereignty of the Ottoman Sultan,
and remained so throughout this period. Also nominally, they enjoyed a degree of
autonomy: they were ruled by Orthodox Christian princes; maintained certain of
their own political and judicial institutions; and were in theory not open to
Muslims wishing to settle or trade there, or to Ottoman armies in peacetime. In
return they provided the Porte with large quantities of raw materials and money,

and offered men to perform given military and labour services at nominal rates.

What was the basis of this state of affairs? According to a petition sent by
a group of Wallachian boyars [nobles] to St. Petersburg immediately after 1821, in
the Middle Ages the “Wallachian nation” had been ruled by “a legitimate prince
of the same nation” until 1382. At that date the Prince Mircea “in order to forestall
the disasters menacing our fatherland”, resolved “in agreement with the people” to
conclude a treaty with Sultan Bayezid 1. But the Sultan reneged on this agreement
and forced “the Wallachian nation” to take up arms with the Ottomans. After this
“the Wallachian nation” remained quite free until 1462, when a prince called
Layote renewed the treaty with the Turks “of his own free will and in agreement
with his entire nation” only for Sultan Mehmed II to break it, and “to subjugate the
country completely and oppress the people”. There were many further disputes,
including a revolt in 1470, but “the peaceable character of the nation” persuaded

the Wallachians to place their faith in “the deceptive promises” of the Sultan.'

The above is one of many such documents presented by the Wallachians in

their requests for alterations in their political status, and the Moldavians produced

! Hurmuzaki, Documente, X, p. 575-577. The document is in French, hence “la nation valaque”;
“un prince légitime de la méme nation”; “les désastres dont notre patrie était menacée”; “d’accord
avec le peuple”; “de son bon gré et d’un avis commun avec toute sa nation”; “soumettre totalement
le pays & oppresser [sic] le peuple”; “le caractére paisible du [sic] nation lui persuada d’ajouter foi

aux promesses trompeuses.”
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similar claims regarding their own province.> The rights of the Principalities were
thus presented as ancient traditions requiring restoration, usually through the
intervention of foreign powers. In practice, this ideology of autonomy was of
relatively recent elaboration, and can be seen as the result of profound changes in
the nature of Ottoman control over the principalities. These changes were

contradictory in their direction and their effects.

On the one hand, the Ottomans’ position in Europe had weakened
considerably. Under the expansionist pressures of the major East European states
(in the case of the Principalities, Austria and Russia, although the role of Prussia is
not to be ignored), they were losing territory. Since the defeat of the Ottoman
army at Vienna in 1683, the Austrians had gained control of Hungary,
Transylvania, and the Banat; temporarily annexed Serbia and Oltenia® between
1718 and 1739; obtained large portions of the Kingdom of Poland in the first
partition of 1772, extending to the north of the principalities and bordering on
Moldavia; and in 1775, negotiated the cession by the Ottomans of part of Northern
Moldavia, which they renamed Bukowina and which gave them a foothold

towards further potential gains.*

Meanwhile, Russia’s rise to the status of a major imperial power was said
(by one .interested observer) to be the most remarkable event in modern history
since Columbus discovered America,’ and (by another) to have caused “the system
of Europe” to have undergone “a complete revolution”.® A Russian army had first
appeared on the Moldavian frontier in 1709, and though defeated at Sténilesti on
the Prut two years later, waged a long series of southern wars against the
Ottomans which was to last until the end of the nineteenth century, and to
influence profoundly the directions of Russian foreign policy even in the

twentieth.” Russia had not only made major gains in the Baltic and Eastern Europe

2Fora repertoire, see Georgescu, Mémoires 1769-1830.
? the part of Wallachia west of the Olt river, sometimes known as Little Wallachia.
4 Karl A. Roider, Jr. Austria’s Eastern Question, 1700-1790. Princeton, 1982,

* Frederick Gentz, On the State of Europe Before and After the Revolution tr. J.C. Herries. 4™ edn.
London, 1803, p. 15.

¢ Volney, Considérations sur la guerre actuelle des Turcs. Londres, 1788, p. 45.
7 The literature on Russia’s involvement with the Balkans is vast; for a recent survey, see Hugh
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at the expense of Sweden and Poland, but also conquered from the Ottomans a
vast expanse of territory between the Dnieper and Don rivers (in 1774), as well as
the right to sail ships through the Black Sea and into the Mediterranean. The
annexation of the Crimea and dispersal of its Muslim population followed shortly
on in 1783, and in 1792 Russia pushed its frontier as far south as the Dniester,
enabling the foundation of new ports and cities on the Black Sea. Her troops
effectively occupied the principalities from 1769 to 1774, 1788 to 1792, 1806 to
1812, and 1828 to 1834,° and on numerous occasions it appeared likely that
Moldavia or Wallachia, or both, would be awarded to her. They were secretly
promised to Russia by Napoleon at the Treaty of Erfurt in October 1808, and
Russia’s possession of them even appeared as a fait accompli in a work of
geography published in Paris in 1811.° In the end, however, and principally as a
result of the French invasion of Russia in 1812, the Principalities returned under
Turkish suzerainty and Russia had to be contented with the annexation of the part
of Moldavia between the Prut and the Dniester rivers, which she renamed

Bessarabia and which she slowly incorporated into her Empire.'

On the other hand, the Ottoman administration did not remain passive in
the face of these threats to its European possessions. Already in 1711, when the
Moldavian prince Dimitrie Cantemir colluded with the Russians in their first
serious attempt to annex Ottoman territory, the Sultan reacted by attempting to
tighten his political and economic grip on the principalities, and arrogating the
right to appoint them himself without consultation of the local nobility. The same
practice was extended to Wallachia following the execution of Prince Constantin
Brancoveanu for collusion with the Habsburgs in 1714. The practice of appointing
princes from among the Orthodox élite of Constantinople was not a new one: it

had functioned informally since the sixteenth century, and fairly regularly since

Ragsdale, ed. Imperial Russian Foreign Policy. Cambridge, 1993, esp. Hugh Ragsdale, “Russian
Projects of Expansion in the Eighteenth Century”, p. 75-102; for a detailed examination of Russian
policy towards the Principalities, Barbara Jelavich, Russia and the Formation of the Romanian
National State, 1821-1878. Cambridge, 1984.

¥ Documente privind istoria Romdniei. Bucuregti, 1956, introducere, 1, p. 494-496. 1787-1791
(Moldavia) and 1789-1791 (Wallachia) saw Austrian occpations, and 1821-1822 a Turkish one.

® J. Pinkerton et C.A. Walckenaer, 4brégé de Géographie Moderne. Paris, 1811, p. 440.
' On Bessarabia, see now Paul Cernovodeanu, Basarabia. Drama unei provincii istorice
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the mid-seventeenth.!! Moreover, as some recent studies have shown, the
Romanians’ claim that a firm system of dynastic succession and an organized
system of estate assembly among the native nobility existed prior to the
establishment of vassal relations with the Ottomans may have been a late

elaboration, if not a historical fiction."

However, it is clear that the management of the Principalities underwent
something of a change with the appointment of Nicolae Mavrocordat (1680-1730)
to the throne of Moldavia in 1711, and subsequently to that of Wallachia in 1716.
Immediate consequences included attempts to organize stricter and more regular
principles of tax collection, and to restrict the privileges of the nobility, making
them dependent on service to the state.” These attempts were renewed by
Nicolae’s son Constantin (1711-1769), who ruled on six occasions in Wallachia
and four in Moldavia between 1730 and 1769, and produced the first major
codification of the duties of the boyars to the state and their hereditary rights. This
“charter” was seen as the cutting edge of Ottoman reformism, and was published
in the Mercure de France on the occasion of the Turkish embassy to Louis XIV’s

France in 1742."* Like many princes, the Mavrocordats posed as defenders of the

romdnesti in context politic international, 1806-1920. Bucuresti, 1993, p. 9-53.

" Andrei Pippidi, Hommes et idées du sud-est européen & I'aube de 1'dge moderne. Paris /
Bucarest, 1980, p. 341-350 (who proposed that the dates 1658-1831 might be more appropriate to
a periodization of “The Phanariot Era”); Bogdan Murgescu (“‘Phanariots’ and ‘Pamaénteni’.
Religion and ethnicity in shaping identities in the Romanian Principalities and the Ottoman
Empire”, in Maria Criciun & Ovidiu Ghitta, eds. Ethnicity and Religion in Central and Eastern
Europe. Cluj-Napoca, 1997, p. 196-204) has gone so far as to suggest that no substantial change
took place in the fundamental elements of the political system of the principalities from the mid-
16th century until 1822. While this may be the case, the idea that rights had been taken away at the
end of the reigns of Brancoveanu in Wallachia and Cantemir in Moldavia was strongly present in
the eighteenth century: see e.g. Chesarie, preface to Mineiul pe lanuarie, Ramnic 1779 (BRV, 11, p.
236); I. Cantacuzino, petition of 11 may 1791 (N. lorga, “Viata unui mitropolit de altddata: Filaret
al II-lea.” Convorbiri literare, XXXV, 12, 1901, p. 1128). In other words, if it was a myth, it was a
contemporary one, and not only a nineteenth-century one: further evidence supporting this point of
view in Fl. Constantiniu, “Cind incepe epoca fanariotd?” SMIM, X1, 1992, p. 109-116.

12 Constantin Rezachievici, “A fost Stefan cel Mare «ales» domn in aprilie 1457? Un vechi
«scenariu istoricy: de la «traditia» imaginar la realitate.” AII4AI, XXIX, 1992, p. 19-33; Cristina
Codarcea, “Le caractere de I’Etat valaque. Quelques considérations.” in Laurentiu Vlad, ed.
Pouvoirs et mentalités. Bucarest, 1999, p. 71-86. On controversies surrounding the ‘treaties’ said
to have been made by the Wallachians and Moldavians with the Turks in the Middle Ages, Mihai
Maxim, Tdrile romdne gi Inaltd Poarta. Bucuresti, 1993, p. 25-55.

BN. lorga, Histoire des Roumains. Bucarest, 1940, VII, p. 19-37.

'* Anne-Marie Cassoly, “Autour de I’insertion dans le Mercure de France de la «Constitution» de
Constantin Mavrocordat.” RESEE, XIX, 4, 1981, p. 751-762. The Romanian original was recently
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peasantry against the depredations of the boyars, and Constantin initiated major
reforms of the status of the peasantry, issuing decrees in Wallachia in 1746 and
Moldavia in 1749, encouraging “all sons of the fatherland” to return to their

homesteads and be temporarily free of serf obligations."

All this can be seen as part of Ottoman policy to repopulate the
Principalities after years of war, and ensure a productive revenue for themselves
and a stable regime at the edge of their European possessions.'® A further
extensive legislative programme was introduced by Prince Alexander Ipsilanti
(1724-1808) following the reestablishment of order after the Russo-Turkish War
of 1768-1774: this amalgamated Byzantine law codes with local customary law, as
well as a few elements of Western Roman legal practice.”” And a final
recodification took place in each province at the end of the Phanariot period, with
the Codes of the Princes Callimah (1816) in Moldavia, and Caragea (1817) in
Wallachia, with the former showing the strong influence of the Austrian Civil
Code of 1811. These latter codes remained in vigour in the field of civil law until
1866, and were particularly notable for the introduction of certain concepts of
natural rights [drituri firesti], civil status [stare politiceascd], the common good
[obstescul folos]." One contemporary actor, the Wallachian boyar and writer
Iendchita Vacarescu, even spoke of the right of peoples [dreptul noroadelor].” On

the other hand the Phanariot princes often elaborated a conservative discourse

re-edited by Daniel Barbu, “Doud note de arheologie constitutionald roméneascd.” Polis, 2/1996,
p. 16-21.

'> DRA XVIII, 1 p. 453-454; 11, p. 287-289.

'® Serban Papacostea & Fl. Constantiniu, “Les réformes des premiers Phanariotes en Moldavie et
en Valachie: essai d’interprétation.” BS, XIII, 1972, p. 89-118. Cf. Daniel Chirot, Social Change in
a Peripheral Society: The Creation of a Balkan Colony. New York, 1976, p. 76ff.

' Pravilniceasca Condica [1780] ed. Andrei Radulescu e al. Bucuresti, 1957, and Legislatia
agrard a Jdrii Romdnegti (1775-1782) — ed. Valentin Al. Georgescu si Emanuela Popescu.
Bucuresti, 1970.

'8 Andrei Radulescu, “Izvoarele Codului Calimah.” A4RMSI. s. 111, t. VIII, 1927-1928, p. 61-95;
G. Zane, Economia de schimb in Principatele Romdne. Bucuresti, 1930, p. 174-241.

1% Tenichita Vacarescu, Istoria a prea puternicilor inpdrati othomani in Poetii Vicaresti, Opere.
Bucuresti, 1982, p. 258: referrring to Russia’s right to intervene in Poland for the benefit of the
Orthodox peoples there — a situtation analogous to potential Russian interventions in the
Principalities. Cf. Prince Nicolae Mavrogheni’s pronouncement on his appointment as Prince of
Wallachia in 1786: he declared it his duty “to protect the rights of the people [a pdzi dreptatea
norodului] and of the subjects entrusted to me”. V.A. Urechia, Istoria scélelor. Bucuresti 1892, I,
p- 59.

29



1774-1829

around tradition and submission [supunere] of the flock [raia/pliroma] to the
God-given ways of the state, as evidence of their loyalty to the Ottoman regime.”
Application of the laws did not often pass far beyond the stage of theory, and the
traditional privileges of the nobility, as well as the often arbitrary imposition of
obligations by imperial edict [ferman] from Istanbul, prevailed over the rule of
law. Thus a bizarre mixture of custom and precedent, outdated and totally
inapplicable Byzantine laws, together with a proud evocation of ‘enlightenment’
and ‘reason’, gave the Principalities a peculiar place in the the institutional and

ideological system of the Empire.

Criteria for establishing citizenship remained vague. Acquisition of noble
status in the Principalities depended on lineage (which could be organized by
marriage to the daughter of a native boyar); or on property - which could be
achieved also by marriage, or also by awards by the Prince. Following Constantin
Mavrocordat’s first reforms in Wallachia (1740) and Moldavia (1741), the rules of
inheritance of noble status were at once codified and restricted - they were made
dependent on service to the state, and only minor ranks (the so called neamuri and
mazili) with limited privileges were left open to those whose parents had held

office.?!

In these circumstances - and with the Phanariot princes and their
entourages as an inevitable presence in Romanian life - collaboration and
intermarriage between the two groups became the norm. One chronicler wrote in
the 1740s that “when God wills it to be that iron does not rust, and there will be no
Turks in Constantinople, and no wolves in the world that eat sheep, then perhaps
there will be no Greeks in Moldavia and Wallachia.””* But, he added, then there
would be no boyars either: and in fact boyars in the Principalities often
contributed to the indigenization of Greeks by offering their daughters in marriage

to outsiders of an inferior social standing who had come to study at the Academies

2 Emanuela Popescu-Mihut, “Ideologie politica si propagandi in actele cancelariilor domnesti din
Térile Roméne (1775-1821)”, in Al. Dutu, ed. Sud-Estul european in vremea Revolutiei Franceze.
Bucuresti, 1994, p. 73-95.

2l C. C. Giurescu, Contributiuni la studiul originilor §i dezvoltdrii burgheziei romdne pind la
1848. Bucuresti, 1972, p. 2191t

2 Neculce, Letopisetul, cited by Dan Horia Mazilu, Noi despre ceilali. lasi, 1999, p. 194.
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of Bucharest and Iasi;® or to merchants and agents operating out of
Constantinople. This was so to such an extent that it was in many ways difficult to
distinguish between the two ethnicities. Different members of the same family
might be considered “Greek” or “Wallachian” (respectively, “Moldavian™)
according to given marriage patterns.* This process continued into the nineteenth
century: all of the so-called “native” princes appointed to govern the Principalities
between 1822 and 1856 spoke and wrote Greek fluently, and most married into

Greek or Hellenized families.

This does not mean that there were not differences between Greek princes
and administrators, and local nobility. In fact anti-Greek feeling in the
Principalities appeared as early as the end of the 16" century and can be detected
from time to time throughout the early modern period.” But antipathy towards
Greek and Balkan upstarts, based on social criteria and an attachment to tradition,
included a good dose of opportunism and demagogy on the part of the enunciators,
and there are few signs that this occasional xenophobia became more frequent in
the period up to 1821. Romanian historians who have analysed the ethnicity of
those who held high office in the eighteenth century, have shown that Romanian
boyars were not entirely oppressed and underprivileged, and took an active part in

government and administration.”

For while some chronicles reflect a consciousness of a ‘native’ ideology,*
this did not necessarily preclude a general admiration for Greek language and
culture. In 1817, the Moldavian boyar lordache Rosetti-Roznovanu complained to

the Russian ambassador in Constantinople of “the misfortunes attendant on the

B F. Recordon, Lettres sur la Valachie. Paris, 1821, p. 112-113.

* Mazilu, op. cit., p. 191-205, treats the example of the Cantacuzino family of Moldavia; lorga
called them “enemies of the Greeks, but protectors of cultural Hellenism”. (Histoire de
I’enseignement en pays roumains tr. Alexandrine Dumitrescu. Bucarest, 1932, p. 56.)

 Several examples cited by Pippidi, Hommes et idées..., p. 53 n. 1 & p. 343; & Murgescu, op. cit.
Paul Cernovodeanu, “Mobility and Traditionalism: The Evolution of the Boyar Class in the
Romanian Principalities in the 18" Century.” RESEE, XX1V, 3, 1986, p. 253.

6 See nevertheless N. Iorga, “Conspiratia munteand din 1811.” R, XXVII, 1-12, 1941, p. 134-
135; and the memorandum from Moldavia, c. 1812-1820, in Georgescu, Mémoires 1769-1830, p.
90-93.

27 Dan Berindei, Romdnii gi Europa. Bucuresti, 1991, p. 4-11.

2 E.g. the Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei (1661-1729) published in Cronicele Romdniei, 111, p. 40-95;
Ionitd Canta, Letopiseful Tarii Moldovei (1741-1769), ibid., p. 183-193.
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country since the introduction of Greeks into positions of influence”; he accepted
that the prince’s immediate entourage might be Greek, “and long may it continue,
but all the other positions and jobs which directly and daily influence the interests
of the country should be always and exclusively occupied by Moldavians.”” But
the same man was one of the chief financers of Prince Alexander Ypsilanti’s
invasion of Moldavia in 1821, and on his death in 1836 bequeathed two of his
Moldavian estates to the Greek school in Constantinople.*® Hostility towards
Greeks in visible positions of power can be distinguished from a general
admission of Greek as a language of culture and commerce. There might thus be
considerable competition and conflict on the economic and social level within the
country; but patriotism was largely defined in terms of protecting the limits of the
nobiliary ranks, rather than in terms of ethnolinguistic consciousness. The
appointment of princes at Constantinople was evidently an affront to any idea of
complete local autonomy, and it was claimed in this period that “the election of
princes by the natives is the most ancient and fundamental privilege of our
fatherland”; but again this did not result in an expression of outrage against Greek
culture. Indeed many of the terms uses to define ‘native’ rights - affonomie,
pronomiile patriei, were Greek in origin.’' In short, Greekness meant cultural
prestige and influence at Constantinople, whereas ‘“Moldavianness” or

“Wallachianness” meant native rights.

A similar state of affairs prevailed among other ethnicities. In the
commercial class [fagma negustoreascd), they might have rights according to their
membership of a guild [breasid] or corporation bearing a charter from the prince;
or might have placed themselves under foreign consular jurisdiction [these were
called suditi]. Jews, for instance, might be represented institutionally in a “Jewish

guild” [breasla jidovilor] or individually in whatever guild represented their

» Memorandum to Stroganov (c. 1818), in Georgescu, Mémoires 1769-1830, p. 66; AF, 11, p. 539.

% Mihai Dimitri Sturdza, “A Moldavian Russophile. The grand treasurer lordake Roznovanu,
1764-1836.” SADAH, X, 1972, p. 156.

3! Hurmuzaki, Documente, n.s., 1, p-100, 108-110; Uricariul, V1, p. 419-421, 454; BRYV, 11, p. 236).
For the term patrie, which came to replace the old Romanian term mogie, see St. Lemny, Originea
§i cristalizarea ideii de patrie in cultura romdnd. Bucuresti, 1986; Emanuela Popescu-Mihut,

“Patrie’, ‘Patriote’, ‘Amour de la Patrie’ (Patriotismos) dans les Actes Princiers de I’Epoque
Phanariote.” SEE, XI, 1, 1984, p. 13-30.
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profession; or alternatively according to their possession of foreign protection
through one of the consulates. But boyars might equally take on the status of
foreign consular subjects for trading purposes, and to limit the hold the local
administration had on them. Urban administration might be in the hands of a
council [epitropie] composed largely of non-Romanians. In Botosani, for instance,
a reform proposal of 1827 suggested the epitropie be composed of two
Armenians, two Jews, two Moldavian or Greek merchants, and two Moldavian
boyars.” In other towns the prince tried - not always with success - to establish his
rights as feudal landlord of the market or urban administration.*® This slow process
of transformation was not completed before the legislation of 1831-1832, the

Organic Regulations, imposed it by edict. **

This was a very different picture from the foreign writers’ image of the
principalities, which often involved a sharp distinction between “Greeks” and
“national” (Wallachian, Moldavian) élites, in the government and culture of the
province. This was analysed by a Frenchman, Jean-Louis Carra, in terms of
“national character”.* Interestingly, a response to Carra’s book, in pamphlet form,
was published in Vienna in 1779, which contested the terms whereby the latter
defined “national character”. The author, one Gheorghe Saul, a courtier in

Moldavia of possible Albanian origin, objected that

The author speaks of the proportions and the strength of these people, of their languages
[langues] and the ones they learn, their exercises, their dress, the beauty of the women, the
manner of speaking [langage] of the country: Sirs, I fail to comprehend what connection
there is between these things and national character.*®

32 Stefan Dragomir, “Un episod din lupta tirgovetilor botosineni pentru cirmuirea tirgului in prima
jumatate a secolului al XIX-lea.” In Botosani: istorie §i contemporanitate. Botosani, 1971, p. 47.

% See the case of Ploiesti (Wallachia) in C.C. Giurescu, Contributiuni, p. 70-74.

* A good survey is V. A. Georgescu, “Structures sociales et institutionelles des Principautés
Roumaines (fin XVIII® - début XIX® siécles).” AHRF, XLVIII, 225, juillet-septembre 1976, p. 356-
386; for a study of the Jewish breasld and the gradual abolition of the distinction between ‘native’
and ‘foreign’ Jews (they were incorporated into a natie) see Mihai-Rdzvan Ungureanu, “Disparitia
unei institutii: hahambagia.” SAHIR, 11, 1997, p. 68-107; and 111, 1998, p. 94-111.

3% “There are in the character of individuals traits which lead to an understanding of the general
character of a nation; and one must observe and isolate these traits. Knowledge of the climate and
of the dominant education thus furnish the observer with secondary means to perfect his
judgements and reduce them to maxims.” Jean-Louis Carra, Histoire de la Moldavie et de la
Valachie. Jassy, 1777, p. XXV-XXVi.

% Gheorghe Saul, Lettre & Messieurs les Auteurs du Journal de Bouillon sur le compte qu'ils ont
rendu d’un livre intitulé Histoire de la Moldavie... Vienne, 1779; repr. in Alexandre Cioranescu,
“Le Serdar Gheorghe Saul et sa polémique avec J. L. Carra.” SADAH, V, 1966, p. 57.
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A strong enough statement that a different conception of nationality existed than

that defined, according to Western norms, by language.

The economic system of the Principalities has been variously described as
‘tributary’ and ‘proto-colonial.”*’ They were one of the principal suppliers of
grain, timber and foodstuffs to Constantinople, and in theory goods for export
were to be purchased pre-emptively at a fixed price by agents of the Sultan.
Boyars complained that their homeland had been turned into a “province of
peasants”.*® But at the same time active commerce was developing in the
principalities, and there were opportunities to make large fortunes exporting goods
to Russia or to Central Europe.”” Commerce has traditionally been seen in the
literature as an activity in the hands of foreigners - rarus mercator Moldavus, as

t* - and considerations of status and tradition tended to

Dimitrie Cantemir put 1
cause the nobility to affect a disdain for making money. The emphasis has been on
merchants attempting to enter the boyar class; but there is also considerable
evidence of boyars being extremely active in international exchange, and large

fortunes were amassed in this way.*'

What was missing was a systematic exploitation of resources. Though the
development of exchange relations in agriculture can be dated a long way back,
and though the commercial exploitation of the Principalities’ natural resources
was on the increase, this by no means revolved exclusively around cereal
production. As late as 1833, cereals accounted for no more than a sixth of the
value of Wallachian exports, as against 50% represented by trade in cattle and
related produce. Established commercial companies in Central Europe (Vienna,
Leipzig) bought large quantities of Romanian livestock - one particularly active

trading house in Vienna was laying out 10,000 piastres a week for the import of

" H. H. Stahl, Traditional Romanian Village Communities. Paris / Cambridge, 1980; Chirot,
Social Change in a Peripheral Society, ed. cit.

% N. Iorga, “Viata unui mitropolit de altidata...”, p. 1128.
3% G. Zane, “Burghezia romana si marxismul.” Viata Romineascd, XIX, 2, 1927, p. 252ff.
“*D. Cantemir, Descriptio Moldaviae [c. 1715). Bucuresti, 1973, p. 296.

*' C.C. Giurescu, Contributiuni, p. 168-188; N. lorga, Istoria comertului romdnesc. Bucuresti,
1925, 11, p. 52-144; M. D. Sturdza, op. cit.; see also the observations of the comte d’Hauterive,
appointed secretary to the prince of Moldavia in 1785: Mémoire sur 1’état ancien et actuel de la
Moldavie. Bucarest, 1902, p. 371-376.
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1,000 oxen - but similar outlets for agricultural produce appeared only after 1830.
Alcohol production was one of the major sectors to be developed early on as an
object of commerce: in 1785, there were over 800 stills in Moldavia, whose
production capacity exceeded the total volume of cereal exports from that
province; but before 1800, rotation of fields was unknown, as was fertilization of
the soil. Ploughshares were wooden, not metallic, and agricultural method
remained at the slash-and-burn stage.* If there were a considerable rush on land in
the beginning of the nineteenth century, this did not immediately lead to an
increase in production, nor to a harsher exploitation of the peasantry, but was done
partly to obtain or to buttress noble status, and partly for the want of other

permanent investments.

Manufacture developed haltingly. Besides the closed market and artificial
pricing of the Ottoman suzerain power, local boyars and merchants (some of
whom did not lack capital) were reluctant to invest in permanent etablishments in
an atmosphere of political insecurity; nor were they encouraged by the
government, who rightly saw that the development of local resources might lead
to territorial interest from the neighbouring powers. Moreover, these powers were
beginning to see the Principalities as an important outlet for their own
manufactured goods, and acted to prevent the development of competition. Thus,
in 1789-1791, when Wallachia was occupied by an Austrian army, factories were
forcibly shut down, and salt mines blown up. Manufactories, such as there were,
remained in the hands of boyars or foreigners working under princely disposition
(which might be withdrawn at any change of prince). Areas like food, clothing,
and paper were developed on a fairly small scale. The largest manufactory in

Bucharest in 1803 employed 60 workers.*

As the Austrians and the Russians pressed their claims during the
numerous wars against the Ottomans, hundreds of schemes were proposed for the
disposal of the Principalities, from the establishment of national princes, to a

temporary (25-year) independence, to their annexation to Poland, to rule under a

“2 Gh. Platon, Geneza revolufiei de la 1848. Tasi, 1980, p. 166-168.

“ Ibid., p. 214-218; see also P. Cernovodeanu, “Elemente incipiente ale burgheziei in societatea
roméneasci sub Fanarioti.” Rdl, XL, 5, 1987, p. 479-492,
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Prussian prince, to the establishment of a “Greek” or “Dacian” kingdom,
independent under various degrees of subordination to Russia or Austria.*
Romanians participated occasionally in these plans, elaborating their own projects,
but in general international diplomacy took its course without much consideration

for the locals’ opinions.*

Paradoxically, it may have been the Principalities’ lack of institutional
solidity and economic development that ensured their survival against such odds.
Most states who were involved at one stage or another in plans for a partition of
the Principalities in fact held more urgent territorial interests elsewhere. In 1771,
Frederick the Great rejected Russian plans for the independence of the
Principalities under the rule of his younger brother, because his interest in
acquiring the Polish lands of Posen, Thorn and Danzig was stronger.* Likewise,
negotiations between Napoleon and Alexander I in the early 1800s failed not
because the former was unwilling to let the latter have the Principalities, but
because neither party wished to cede ground to the other in Silesia.”” The Empress
of Austria Maria Theresa’s words on a proposed partition of 1777 have been often
cited, but deserve repeating, as they sum up a certain attitude towards Moldavia
and Wallachia which shows how cultural considerations influenced those of

international diplomacy:

What would we gain by pushing our conquests even to the gates of Constantinople?
Unhealthy provinces, without culture, depopulated or inhabited by perfidious and ill-
intentioned Greeks, would be more likely to exhaust than to augment the forces of the
monarchy.*®

* Th.G. Djuvara, Cent projets de partage de la Turquie. Paris 1914; M.S. Anderson, The Eastern
Question, 1774-1923. 2" edn. London, 1968; Leonid Boicu, “Considerations portant sur la
reconstitution de la Dacie dans les projets européens.” RRH, XX, 4, 1981, p. 695-703; Hugh
Ragsdale, “Evaluating the Traditions of Russian Aggression: Catherine II and the Greek Project.”
SEER, LXVI, 1, 1988, p. 91-117.

* In general, European historiography has concentrated on European diplomacy, while Romanians
have emphasized Romanian participation and initiatives. For an exception, see N. lorga,
Desvoltarea ideii unitdtii politice a Romdnilor. Bucuresti, 1915. Vlad Georgescu, Mémoires 1769-
1830, p. xix, counts five Romanian projects for the Union of Moldavia and Wallachia: all were
elaborated in political conditions created by Russian or Austrian intervention in the Principalities.

% Isabel de Madariaga, Catherine the Great: A Short History. New Haven - London, 1990, p. 45-
46.

“7M.S. Anderson, op.cit., p. 40-47.

8 Maria Theresa, Letter to the Comte de Mercy-Argenteau, 31 juillet 1777; cited by Th. G.
Djuvara, op. cit., p. 295; by R.W. Seton-Watson, A History of the Roumanians, Cambridge, 1934,
p.151; by Salomon, Politique orientale de Vergennes, Paris 1935, p. 53, and Ragsdale, “Greek
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Even her chancellor Kaunitz, who was much more keen to prosecute claims to the
Principalities, confessed to his employer that they were “full of the wildest
people”.” It appears that Turkish diplomats were aware of Austrian preferences
for gains in Poland over Moldavia, as they suggested a partition of the former to
the Austrian ambassador in Constantinople; which of course was what actually

happened.*

For, despite the annexations of Bessarabia and Bukovina already
mentioned, the Principalities remained as tributary states of the Ottoman Empire,
while Poland, the Crimea, Venice, Ragusa, Georgia, Finland and other apparently
much more stable East European entities were destroyed and absorbed by
neighbouring empires. In comparative terms their status changed surprisingly little
in a period of almost total transformation throughout Europe and both Americas. It
was only following a further Russian invasion that the Principalities’ juridical
status as Russian protectorates was firmly established, and the Treaty of
Adrianople in 1829 foresaw the drawing up of statutes whereby a fundamentally
new civil administration was installed: and even then the Organic Regulations, as
they were called, claimed legitimacy on the basis of “traditional rights” of the two

countries.”!

In such a context, it is perhaps not surprising that statements of Romanian
identity in the early nineteenth century might involve a particular political
impulse, in terms of practical attempts to define the rights and status of the
Principalities; but also, on the discursive level, a struggle to distinguish
themselves from immediate neighbours and rivals. Wallachians and Moldavians
were first and foremost Orthodox Christians, which meant that they might be
expected to define themselves against non-Christians in the political sphere

(against Ottoman suzerainty) and the economic (against alleged Jewish

project”, p. 94 n.11. “Culture” here meant material resouces and potential, but could have human
connotations.

* Roider, op. cit., p. 132.
% Ibid., p. 122; cf. A.D. Xenopol, Histoire des Roumains. Paris, 1896, t. II, p. 225.

3! For the debate on the status of the principalities in this period, see Barbara Jelavich, “Balkan
nations under European Protectorship.” Actes du premier congrés international des études
balkaniques et sud-est européennes. Sofia, 1969, IV, p. 397-408 (and Andrei Otetea’s remarks,
ibid., p. 433-435).

37



1774-1829

commercial domination). But as diplomatic events developed and it became
possible that the principalities might be swallowed up either by the Russian
Empire or in some kind of Greek confederation, the Romanians also had to

distinguish themselves from their co-religionists, Russians or Greeks.

This comes out clearly in a statement of 1834, when the boyar Filipescu
told the French diplomatic agent Bois-le-Comte that “We would welcome any
foreign prince with tears in our eyes, on the condition that he be neither Turk,
Russian, Greek or Jew.”* The addition of Orthodox to non-Christian nations on
the list of unacceptable overlords is remarkable, and perhaps shows an
internalization of a general disdain for the Orient. The British consul at Bucharest
in 1835 likewise asserted that “It appears beyond doubt that the desire of the
whole people is for a foreign Prince, one neither Russian nor Greek: and they are
anxious for the union of the two provinces under one Prince.”” Of course one of
the key features of this demonstration of difference was that is was addressed to
Europe. After 1821 it became an international cliché to write that “the eyes of
Europe” were “turned towards the East”.* It was recognized (and it was a
diplomatic reality) that the major political decisions concerning the fate of the
Principalities were to be taken not in Bucharest or Iasi but in Paris, Moscow,
Vienna or Constantinople. Linked to this was the recognition that such decision-
making processes would be linked to knowledge of the conditions in the
Principalities which would lead to improved political judgements. But the power
to know, on which the power to act successfully was thus predicated, was also
implicitly conferred to “Europe” and not to the inhabitants of the Principalities.

An influential French author wrote in 1777,

52 Bois-le-Comte, report of 12 May 1834, in Hurmuzaki, Documente, XVII, p. 349.

%3 Colquhoun, report of 4 December 1835, cited in Seton-Watson, History of the Roumanians, p.
213.

** All sides evoked Europe. The Greek revolutionary Alexander Ypsilanti began his proclamation
to the people of Moldavia in March 1821, by invoking “Europe”, who “fixing its eyes upon us,
wonders at our inertia ... Europe will admire our valour.” (Richard Clogg, ed. The Movement for
Greek Independence, 1770-1821. A Collection of Documents. London 1976, p. 201ff.) The British
ambassador in Constantinople told the Wallachian boyars that “the eyes of all Europe were
watching the manner in which they would conduct themselves” (Strangford to Londonderry,
October 5, 1822, no. 149; repr. (without reference) by Radu R. Florescu, The Struggle Against
Russia in the Romanian Principalities. lasi - Oxford - Portland, 1997, p. 319). Literally thousands
of similar references in Loukia Droulia, Philhellénisme. Ouvrages inspirés par la guerre de
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it is not at all the business of these barbarian, ignorant peoples to get to know us first; on the
contrary, it is for us, whom the favourable influence of a temperate climate and the fortunate
advantage of the exact sciences have raised so far above the other peoples of the globe, in
courage, in industry and in enlightenment, to discern the character, the genius, and even the
physionomy of the modern peoples, placed on this earth as if subject to our observations
and criticisms. It is, in the end, for us to know these very peoples, before these peoples may
know themselves and, in their turn, seek to know us.”

And the message delivered to a Wallachian boyar in 1834 was, although politer,

based on the same cultural mentality, the same geopolitics of knowledge:

Try to get us used to your names, to your productions, to your magnificent Carpathian
landscapes, to your history, to the particularities of your manners and your life. Continue to
send your children to study in our schools, to use a language [French], which links you more
and more with the intellectual movement of the age; so that Europe may become
accustomed to the idea that a Wallachian nation exists; that the importance of this nation
should be known; that [Europe] may be moved to sympathy by her [Wallachia’s] efforts to
emerge from her sad legacy of ignorance and corruption, and towards constitutional
government; make sure we see (to the advantage of the commercial facilities you are
developing) an increase in your relations with other peoples; may the improvement of your
public and private manners make it clear that you are capable of something more than
limiting your life to the enjoyment of the pleasures of Bucharest...*®

It would be unwise to underestimate the importance of these kinds of statement:
particularly if we view the development of Romanian literature as an instrument
for “the recovery of national dignity” on an international level, as well for as the
internal ordering of the private and public spheres.”” We should look more closely
at the image of the Principalities in Western public opinion at the beginning of .the
nineteenth century, in order to consider to what extent Romanian cultural identity
might be a product of this process of reaction to such “fictions of geopolitics.”®
What did “Europe” know of the Romanians, and what did it need to be told? More
importantly, how did the need to “tell Europe” what it wanted to hear affect the

process of self-knowledge in general?

l'indépendance grecque, 1821-1833. Répertoire bibliographique. Athénes, 1974.

5% Carra, p. xvi-xvii. On this passage, and the knowledge-power relation, see also Larry Wolff,
Inventing Eastern Europe. Stanford, 1994, p, 291-292.

%6 Bois-le-Comte, memorandum of May 1834, in Hurmuzaki, Documente, X VII, p. 398-399.

7 Cf. Al. Zub, Cunoagtere de sine §i integrare. lasi, 1986, p. 73-93, and Liah Greenfeld,
Nationalism: Five Roads to Modernity. Cambridge, MA, 1992, on ressentiment as a motor for
national movements.

%8 Christopher GoGwilt, The Fiction of Geopolitics. Stanford, 2000.
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Western images and projections

The principalities, in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries,
were often said to be among the least known provinces of Europe. Not only that,
but what attention they did receive from Western writers was generally far from
positive. “They are”, wrote an anonymous commentator in Blackwood’s Magazine
in 1826, “utterly insignificant, a strip of territory, at most but 350 miles long, and
160 broad.” But, he added immediately, “they are a Border land, and are paved

with Russian and Turkish dead.”®

Like many earlier Western writers on the Principalities, and on Eastern
Europe in general in the period, this author liked to portray these territories as a
compendium of everything Europe was not. It is not unusual to come across
descriptions of them as violent, backward, impoverished, badly governed by cruel
tyrants, inhabited by “vegetables” (as Jeremy Bentham described the Wallachians
in 1786), whose countenances were “squalid and strongly marked by an

unhealthy climate”, according to an English naturalist writing eight years later.®'

The Principalities were seen both as a characteristic consequence and as a
peculiar distillation of the despotic features of the Ottoman Empire as a whole. As
“distant provinces, connected with the Porte rather by treaty than as integral parts
of the Empire”, wrote an English observer in 1798, “these unfortunate countries
(unfortunate in their political regulation, however blest by the bounty of nature)
suffer, though in different degrees, from the harpy touch of Turkish despotism”.%
He went on to add that “their inhabitants are, however, more oppressed than

perhaps any people in the empire; nor could they possibly bear such exactions,

%9 “Walachia and Moldavia.” Blackwood’s Magazine, XIX, June 1826, p. 727. The author has been
identified as George Croly (1780-1860), a minor writer and divine (Walter Houghton, ed. The
Wellesley Index to Victorian Periodicals, 1824-1900. London / Toronto, 1966, 1, p. 20); on him
see Dictionary of National Biography, X111, London, 1888, p. 135-136. Croly contributed other
political articles: (“Russia”, April 1826; “Greece” Oct-Dec 1826) but also exotic fiction (e.g. “The
Antonias: a story of the South”, November 1825; “The Carbonaro: a Sicilian story September
1826), as well as more ephemeral literary journalism and potted history.

¢ Jeremy Bentham, Correspondence, vol. 3. January 1781-October 1788, ed. Ian R. Christie.
London, 1971, p. 438. Moreover, “of the sleevelessness and stupidity and ignorance manifested ...
by the honest Moldavians, no man whose travels have been confined to England and the countries
which come next to England, can form a tolerable idea.” Ibid., p. 448.

¢/ E. D. Tappe, “John Sibthorp in the Danubian Lands, 1794.” RESEE, V, 3-4, 1967, p. 464.
62 William Eton, A Survey of the Turkish Empire. London, 1798, p. 287-288.
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were it not for the wonderful fertility of their soil.”® In this he was merely
confirming the opinion of other writers. The question of whether it was climate or
government which has the most influence in determining the character of a given
people - a key differend among eighteenth-century political philosophers - seemed
to find its resolution in the Principalities, where the obvious fertility of the soil
contrasted vigorously with the harshness of the political regime: any inadequacies

had to be put down to the latter.%

One writer later went so far as to conclude that “the history of Moldavia
and Wallachia, filled as it is with bloody tragedy, is without any philosophical

interest whatsoever.”® But for our Blackwood'’s reporter of 1826,

All things grow interesting to the philosopher when they approach the perfection of their
state; and these Principalities are actually worth observation, from their making the nearest
approach of anything earthly to the perfection of utter public lifelessness. They are the
Kingdom of Indolence - the central spot of the great Empire of Sloth, with all its privileges
exemplified in all ranks of being, from the princes, nobles, and clergy, down to even the
beasts of the forest and the domestic animals. The Boyar will not read, the priest cannot, the
peasant never dreams of anything of the kind.*®

This apparently irredeemable state of cultural inertia, if inevitable as a

consequence of foreign rule, was nevertheless astonishing in post-1815 Europe:

This ignorance may be surprising in the remotest corner of the North; but who could expect
to find it in the direct road between Vienna and Constantinople, in a land the perpetual
subject of Russian and Turkish diplomacy, and among a people to whom Latin was nearly a
vernacular tongue, and calling themselves the descendants of the Romans?%’

It is tempting today to identify the same inertia in the mindset of the
journalist himself, as well in that of the Edinburgh editors who published his
piece. For his account was not only inaccurate in many places, but much of the
information included was simply copied from the best-known earlier account in

English, that of William Wilkinson, the British representative in Bucharest from

% Ibid., p. 297.

% For the general context of these remarks on despotism see Thomas Kaiser, “The Evil Empire?
The Debate on Turkish Despotism in Eighteenth-Century France.” Journal of Modern History,
LXXII, 1, 2000, p. 6-34. On the French image of Phanariot despotism in particular, see Georges
Tolias, La médaille et la rouille. L’image de la Gréce moderne dans la presse littéraire parisienne
(1794-1815). Athens - Paris, 1997; N. Isar, Principatele romdne in epoca luminilor, 1770-1830.
Bucuresti, 1999, p. 195-261.

% Edouard Thouvenel, La Hongrie et la Valachie. Paris, 1840, p. 185. Thouvenel was later French
ambassador in Constantinople during the period of Romanian union (1855-1860).

8 Blackwood’s Magazine, loc. cit., p. 728.
87 Ibid, p. 729.
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1813-1816.® It was also so politically dated that it did not even mention that the
Phanariot princes had been overthrown for good following the revolts of 1821 in
Moldavia and Wallachia, and that a new regime of “native” princes had been
installed at the common agreement of the Sultan and the Russian Tsar. This

perhaps explains why no historian has thought it worthy of comment since.

For our purposes, however, the anonymous author provides a useful, if
rather melodramatic summary of the picture of the Principalities in the European
imagination in the period immediately prior to that under study. Particularly
interesting are the views on the cultural development of the Romanians. For in this
period, the idea that “the chief glory of every people arises from its authors™®, and
that from the writings of poets emerge “a picture of the character and genius of
every nation””’, had become commonplaces in the budding philosophy of literature
and national power.”' “Nobody, I hope, will quarrel with me,” wrote one writer on
the Principalities in 1782, “when I say that it is the arts and sciences that give a
state its security, its fortune, and indeed its good organisation, wherein it has, in a
word, all its prestige and its true vitality.”” Philosophers of culture and
development at the time of the French revolution often in fact did disagree as to
whether first to develop the “culture” (understood as agriculture or material
resources) or the “arts” (understood as knowledge) of a nation in the search for
improvement and perfection - in other words as to the order in which such a
programme of civilisation was to proceed.” However, attention to the intellectual

capabilities of a people was considered an essential part of contemporary

%8 William Wilkinson, 4n Account of the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, with various
political observations relating to them. London, 1820.

5 Samuel Johnson, Preface to the Dictionary [1755] in Selected Writings. Harmondsworth, 1968,
p. 242.

70 Abbé de Condillac, An Essay on the Origin of Human Knowledge [1746] tr. Thomas Nugent
[1756]. Gainesville, Florida. 1971, p. 298. Cf. p. 292: “Such is the influence of letters over
government; an influence whose full extent does not seem as yet to have been fully understood.”

" paul Bénichou, Le Sacre de I’écrivain, 1750-1830. 2™ edn. Paris, 1996, ch. I: “L’homme de
lettres et la foi nouvelle”.

7 Franz Joseph Sulzer, Geschichte des transalpinischen Daciens. Wien, 1782, 111, p. 1.

 see e.g. Volney, op. cit., p. 102: “It is only when culture has reached its peak, that it is legitimate
to turn superfluous hands to the agreeable and luxurious arts. For, when the base has been
acquired, one may begin to elaborate forms upon it: then too, by a natural progression a change is
effected in the taste and manners of a nation.” On the context of this debate see Sergio Moravia, 1/
pensiero degli idéologues. Scienza e filosofia in Francia (1780-1815). Firenze, 1974, p. 533-622;
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ethnography, significant for the evaluation of their political potential, and by

extension for the strategic calculations made around them.™

Ignaz Stefan Raicevich, who was tutor in the 1770s to the sons of Prince
Alexandru Ipsilanti of Wallachia and later became the first Austrian consul in the
Principalities, returned frequently to the question of education. In general he
condemned the way the nobles allowed their children to be brought up amongst
“thieving, malicious” gypsies, and lazy Greek monks who, “their customs being
what they are, do no great honour to the ecclesiastical estate. ...It is clear that a
boy educated among such people, can conceive neither generous feelings nor

elevated principles.””

The fact is, that the modern Greek doctors are generally extremely ignorant, and spend their
lives dealing with little else other than grammatical minutiae, without any idea of the
sciences, belles-lettres, or of taste. Feeble superstitions and beliefs constitute the entirety of
their theological learning.”®

Raicevich has often been seen as a caustic observer; but his views were fairly
commonplace among educated Western Europeans, and were shared, for instance,
by a Neapolitan abbot, Lionardo Panzini, who spent some time in Bucharest in the
late 1770s. “What profound ignorance reigns here!” The Greek method of
education, “adapted as it is to their situation and relations”, consists in learning
many languages, “but this leaves hardly any time for application to the sciences
and for the acquisition of real ideas and cognition, as opposed to mere words.””’
The men of letters have learnt little since the fall of the Eastern Empire, and even

today

any kind of scientific culture is so alien to them, that all their knowledge is limited to an
understanding of literary Greek ... their ambitions do not extend further than a material
sense of the force and significance of the words, without concern for history, criticism,
chronology, geography, and the other necessary auxiliaries to be mastered in order to
comprehend what one reads. Grammar is the beginning and the end of their science. ...
There are some who have begun to taste of a little French during the sojourn of the Russians
in this land in the course of the last war. But in the absence of preliminary studies and of

Numa Broc, La géographie des philosophes. Paris, 1974, p. 552-561.

™ Cf. Olga Augustinos, French Odysseys: Greece in French travel literature from the Renaissance
to the Romantic Era. Baltimore - London, 1994, p. 132ff.

7 [Ignazio Stefano Raicevich] Osservazioni storiche, naturali e politiche intorno la Valachia, e
Moldavia. Napoli, 1788, p. 254-255.

" Ibid., p. 243-44.

77 Letter of 18 March 1777, in Nino Cortese, “La Valachia durante il principato di Alessandro
Ypsilanti.” L’Europa Orientale, 11, n. 3, marzo 1922, p. 164-165.
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what in Europe passes for common understanding, the more they read, the less they
understand, and they remain forever like puppets.

“Such”, concluded Panzini, “is the state of Greek and Wallachian literature.””

The negative side of whatever literary culture existed in Wallachia and
Moldavia often continued to be emphasised by most Western writers over the next
forty years. Andreas Wolf, a Transylvanian Saxon and doctor at the Moldavian

court, wrote in 1805 that

Education and instruction are greatly neglected in Moldavia. At the school in Jassy, they
teach reading, writing, calculation, ancient Greek, Latin and theology, but in spite of this,
there is perhaps scarcely one pupil who can satisfactorily explicate an old classical author.”

Likewise, the Scotsman William Macmichael, who travelled through Moldavia
and Wallachia in 1817, was critical of the superficiality of the Europeanization

process, noting that

If the boyars have adopted the vices of civilized Europe, they have made little or no
progress in the improvements of polished society. They are extremely illiterate, their only
attainment appearing to be a little facility in speaking French, which gives employment to a
few refugees of that nation, who are established here, and live by giving lessons in that
language. We met also with some Germans, amongst others with two Hanoverian doctors,
and two or three Greeks from the island of Candia; the occupation of the latter was that of
teaching modern Greek, the language spoken at the court of the Hospodar. One of these
Candiotes had a press at Jassy, employed entirely in printing Greek prayer-books; but it
appeared that his trade was not very thriving, as he spoke to us of the strong desire he had to
revisit his native island.*

Macmichael both looks to foreigners for the signs of cultural development, and
stresses the unsatisfactory nature of their influence, lamenting the contamination
of what he sees as the virtues of the Orient. He finds “the combination of Oriental

and European manners and costume” to be

irresistibly ludicrous. The boyar looks like a grave Mahometan; but speak to him, and
instead of the pompous and magnificent sounds of the Turkish idiom, he will address you in
tolerable French, and talk of novels, faro, and whist.*’

" Letter of 2 February 1777, ibid., p. 170.
" Wolf, Andreas, Beitrdge. Hermannstadt, 1805, extr. in Annales de Voyages, V, 1809, p. 48-67.
8 William Macmichael, Journey from Moscow to Constantinople. London, 1819, p. 84.

8! Ibid., p. 83. Cf. the Comte de Salaberry’s description of Craiova in 1790, where the nobility
“mix European grace with that Asiatic negligence which has something noble and tender about it”.
Some speak French well; many are addicted to tales and novels. (Voyage a Constantinople. Paris,
An. VII, p. 115-116.) The French literary critic and politician Saint-Marc Girardin was saying
nothing new in 1835 when he evoked “cette figure moqueuse et toute européenne, faisant avec son
attitude, son costume et son chapelet oriental, un singulier et piquant contraste” and “une société
qui se débat entre ses anciennes meeurs orientales et ses meeurs nouvelles européennes, qui a pris
de la civilisation occidentale ses formes et son élégance plutt que son esprit et son caractére.”
(Souvenirs de voyages et d’études. Paris, 1852, 1, p. 282, 287.)
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Wilkinson, writing at around the same time of the boyars of Bucharest, drew a
broadly similar picture: he confirmed that “an early propensity to learning and
literature receives but little encouragement” and had a low opinion of the local

versifiers:

If any are able to talk familiarly, though imperfectly, of one or two ancient or celebrated
authors, or make a few bad verses that will rhyme, they assume the title of literati and poets,
and they are looked upon by their astonished countrymen as endowed with superior genius
and abilities.*?

The invasion of Moldavia and Wallachia by troops under the command of
Alexandru Ipsilanti in March 1821 marked the start of the series of uprisings,
battles, massacres and diplomatic tussles leading to the independence of Greece
ten years later; it also naturally provoked an increased curiosity about the
Principalities in most European countries. Numerous older works were
republished or translated at around this time to satisfy public interest.* But the
more astute editors and commentators noted the change in mores that had taken
place in the past twenty years.* Other observers writing around 1821 note similar

alterations in the education of the Wallachians.

Frangois Recordon, who spent time as a teacher in Bucharest in the 1810s
and displayed a broadly philhellenic outlook, registered numerous signs of
Western influence: the generalized use of European carriages imported from
Vienna; the appearance of French cuisine (with its attendant effects on the
digestion of the nobility); the introduction of billiards and cards among the young
men, and piano-playing among boyars’ daughters. But in general, “instruction has
2585

not recovered from the dark age initiated before the advent of Greek princes.

Some boyars have begun to send their sons to French, German and Italian

8 Wilkinson, op. cit., p. 129. cf. Hauterive: “At least the Scots, the Dalmatians and the Gauls have
their songs; here the Gypsies are the nation’s poets.” (op. cit., p. 371).

% Carra was republished in German (1821); Raicevich reedited in Italian (1822), and translated
into French in the same year by N.M. Lejeune, who himself had worked as a private tutor in
Wallachia and added extensive annotations; Salaberry reworked the relevant part of his Voyage a
Constantinople as Essai sur la Valachie & la Moldavie. Paris, 1821, adding a few notes;
Wilkinson was translated into French (1821, reedited 1824, 1831), as well as into Italian (1821),
although he had to wait for the next revolution (1849) for a German translation.

3 Salaberry’s 1821 work was criticized for being out of date (by F. G. Laurengon, Nouvelles
observations sur la Valachie. Paris, 1822, p. v); Lejeune, the translator of Raicevich, noted that
habits had changed completely since the 1780s. Voyage en Valachie et en Moldavie, tr. N. M.
Lejeune, Paris, 1822, p. 144 n. 1.
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universities; and efforts are being made to improve instruction; but the youth are
still excessively influenced by their Gypsy nurses, and are brought up in an
undisciplined atmosphere. Any disposition to learning can be fed either by the
visiting German and Italian theatre companies, which “furnish a means of exciting
emulation and the application of the youth to the study of literature, which have
been completely neglected hitherto”; or by study at the Bucharest Academy, where
Greeks of low standing take “a few courses going by the name of belles-lettres
and philosophy”, but which is so disrupted by petty academic and political
intrigues that the entire teaching staff has been changed four times in the past three
years. The students spend some ten or twelve years learning ancient Greek, but
some are unable to read and write in Wallachian; the latter language has no fixed

orthography and may by regarded as a patois.

Another Frenchman, Laurengon, who also acted as a private tutor in
Bucharest in the years immediately before 1821,% nofed many of the same
phenomena - despite the sporadic efforts of certain Princes and Metropolitans to
introduce civilizing measures, “the education of the young men is neglected, and
only a few years ago did a few families begin to send their children abroad to
study there.” He remarked that it was rare to find a book in the hands of a boyar or
his wife, and that the favoured entertainment of the young was to spit into the lake

at Herastrau outside Bucharest, and marvel at the ripples thereby caused.?’

The French general in Russian service, Louis Alexandre Andrault, Comte
de Langeron, who fought in several campaigns in Moldavia and Wallachia from
the 1790s to the 1820s, also contrasted the natural fertility of the provinces with
the corrupt manners of the governing classes, “whose limited education and
precarious authority neither presume nor allow any development of the intellect or
talents.”® Langeron was able to observe changes in subsequent years in the

comportment of the elites of the Principalities - in 1815 he became governor of the

% Recordon, op. cit., p. 105.

8 See contracts awarded him by various Princes of Wallachia in V.A. Urechia, Istoria Romdnilor,
X, part A, Bucuresci, 1900, p. 346; & XII, 1898, p. 92-93;

%7 Laurengon, op. cit., p. 29-37.

8 Langeron, Louis Alexandre Andrault, comte de, Journal des Campagnes faites au service de la
Russie. In Hurmuzaki, Documente. Suppl. I-iii, 1889, p. 82.
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city of Odessa, from where he made further trips and observations, which he noted
in his journal: in 1824 he boasted that “Peter the Great did not change the face of
his Empire faster than our arrival changed that of Moldavia”.®® But like many
contemporaries, he regarded the modernization of manners in lasi and Bucharest
as essentially superficial. Although many of the nobility now spoke French or
Italian with some fluency, this did not give him cause to hope for a revival of
Greek civilization: “I would like to be able to contribute in giving them the
freedom of which some seem to be worthy; but I know them too well to be able to

hope for a complete regeneration.”®

Superficiality, unfamiliarity with the norms of society, inability to concede
an equality of intelligence and learning to ‘the other’, and a more general
projection of barbarism in order better to delimit the qualities of civilisation, have
all been detected in these writings.”’ They do, however, offer us an insight into the
diplomatic and strategic importance of debates about culture in the region in the
period. I have already shown how cultural considerations affected Austrian policy
towards the Principalities in the 1770s. In 1788, when another Austro-Russo-
Turkish war was at its height, Volney advised the French not to come to the

Turks’ aid, because

the countries which the Emperor [of Austria] and Empress [of Russia] may get possession
of, are in a great measure deserts, and ... they will, in all probability, become more so: a
situation which renders it the duty of every good Government to turn its attention more to
the encouragement of agriculture than of arts and commerce.”

And in 1822, Tsar Alexander I motivated his refusal to support the Greek
independence movement on the grounds that the Greeks are “too barbarian to

merit it or not to abuse it”.*

¥ Ibid., p. 79 n. 1.
? Ibid., p. 74 n. 1.

°! Paul Cernovodeanu, “Les voyageurs frangais devant les réalités roumaines.” AHRF, XLVIII,
225, juillet-septembre 1976, p. 446-468; Klaus Heitmann, Das Rumcdnenbild im Deutschen
Sprachraum, 1775-1918. Ko6ln, 1986; Helen Angelomatis-Tsougarakis, On the Eve of the Revival.
British Travellers’ Perceptions of Early Nineteenth-Century Greece. London-New York, 1990;
Larry Wolff, op. cit.; Alexandru Dutu, National Identities and Political Models in ,, Orthodox
Europe”. Bucharest, 1998.

92 Volney, op. cit., p. 101; cf. Hauterive, op. cit., p. 142-144, 188-190.

» apud Vlad Georgescu, editor’s introduction to Din corespondenta diplomaticd a Tarii

Rominegti. Bucuresti, 1962, p. 8. Two earlier memoirs presented to the Tsar at the beginning of his
reign put the problem of Balkan independence in the same terms: Adam Czartoryski, Sur le
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Other writers weighed up the potential of the Principalities, always with
the condition that a wise and benevolent government based on reason be installed
there. Carra, quoted earlier, judged that under the domination of Austria or
Prussia, the Principalities would in twenty years’ time “enrich two hundred
thousand unfortunate families, who otherwise would be exposed to inactivity and
poverty”; while on the other hand “these two provinces can offer a new branch of

commerce to the other nations of Europe.”* For his part, Raicevich was sure that

were fate to make them subjects of a just, enlightened and humane Sovereign, they would in
a short time undergo a complete alteration, and might compete with the most cultivated
Nations. Among the Wallachians, in spite of all their unfortunate circumstances, one finds
goodly and meritorious persons. Among the Moldavians ... there are some excellent
subjects who would cut a figure in civilised societies.”

And he and a number of other observers noted the names and attainments of a
small number of people with exceptional intellectual abilities which offered hope

for the development of the region.*

Some observers showed little interest in the intellectual spirit of the
inhabitants, but nevertheless saw Moldavia and Wallachia as potential ground for
the expansion of Europe’s commercial and geographical boundaries. The remarks
of an English officer, Wyburn, made around 1820, exemplify a whole generation

of thinking about economic enlargement:

Under a civilized government this river [The Olt] might easily and at a trifling expence be
made navigable and an easy level road on its banks, and thus Wallachia might (even with
the approbation of these confidants of the political wishes of nature) be said to belong to the

Systeme politique que devroit suivre la Russie (1803), ed. Patricia Kennedy Grimsted, California
Slavic Studies, V, 1970, p. 19-91; and the Marquis de Sainte-Aulaire, “Mémoire sur les
principautés de Moldavie et de Valachie” [1807] in P.P. Panaitescu, ed. Corespondenta lui C.
Ipsilanti cu guvernul rusesc, 1806-1810. Bucuresti, 1933, p. 74: “Under the influence of a better-
instilled, more moral and less superstitious religion, and under a noble, fair and paternal authority,
the Moldavians and the Wallachians would make a most estimable nation. There is talk of
constituting henceforth a national government in these countries; but has the state of their
civilisation been considered?”” Cf., for the views of two other Frenchmen in Russian service at this
time, the duc de Richelieu and Jean-Frangois de La Harpe: Andrei Pippidi, “Cilatoriile ducelui de
Richelieu prin Moldova.” Rdl, XLI, 7, 1988, p. 683-696.

% Carra, op. cit., p. 221-223; cf. Elias Habesci, The present State of the Ottoman Empire ...
London, 1784, p. 201. The conclusions of Wilkinson, op. cit., p. 187-197, and G. Waddington, The
Present Condition and Prospects of the Greek, or Oriental Church. London, 1829, p. 25-30, are
not dissimilar.

% Raicevich, op. cit., p. 262.

% Ibid (Bals, Rosetti, Cantacuzino families in Moldavia); Bentham, op. cit., p. 438 (one “Constati”
& Cantacuzino families in Wallachia); Carra, op. cit., p. 211-213 (“Theodorati” (?Theotokis),
Saul, Bogdan in Moldavia; Nicolas Karatzas in Wallachia); Salaberry, Voyage a Constantinople,
p. 115, 122, 124 (Stirbei, Cantacuzino & Campineanu in Wallachia). :
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great European Family.”’
Thus the exploitation and development of the Principalities were an essential part
of the definition of the process of Europeanization. Indeed it is possible that the
English verb “to Europeanize” was coined to describe this very process.” It was a

good place to offload finished goods, but also a market for exporting ideas.”

We can recognize in these accounts a large number of themes and ideas
which became staples of Romanian theory: passivity; the absence of a middle
class; backwardness, obscurantism and alienation from Europe; the need for an
intellectual élite to introduce rational government and effect a total social
transformation; the importance of education, scientific culture; the need to
develop language and national character; a struggle between tradition and
modernity, between East and West (or North and South); a superimposed layer of
foreign (Greek) administrators extorting a suffering native (Romanian) peasantry;
the problem of ‘forms without foundation’ and possible false directions of
development. A stereotype was imposed which presupposed a lack, and reinforced
this notion, turning it into a permanent characteristic.'® Indeed there is an extent to

which this discourse became hegemonic in subsequent historiography.'”

°7 Repr. in N. Iorga, “Un observator englez asupra Romanilor din epoca lui Tudor Vladimirescu.”
AARMSI. s. 111, t. XIV, 1933, p. 151. On the author see E. D. Tappe, “Some New English
Travellers in the Rumanian Principalities.” RER, V-VI, 1960, p. 247-256.

% Such statements are rarely definitive, but see Jeremy Bentham’s use of the term “Europeanized”
in 1786 (in the phrase “two Europeanized boyars”; op. cit., p. 438). The OED records no usage
before 1854. On the mental and economic extension of “Europe” eastwards in the eighteenth
century, see P. Chaunu, La civilisation de I’Europe des Lumiéres. 2™ edn. Paris, 1993, p. 47-67,
who quotes Montesquieu’s amazement in Vienna in the 1730s on hearing of plans to build a road
to Bucharest.

® Carra suggested that “the taste for French authors would today make a good object of
commercial exploitation in these countries” (Histoire de la Moldavie & Valachie, p. 219). In a
memorandum presented to the French foreign ministry in 1782, he proposed importing
“ironmongery, cheap jewellery, clocks, watches, gold braid for ladies’ costume, mirrors, garden
seeds, French, Greek and Latin books, office furniture, such as writing desks, tables, cupboards
and chests, coloured wallpaper, writing paper, thick red, brown, green and other coloured cloth
[except blue, which they already have], artificial flowers, inexpensive paintings, prints,
mathematical and physical instruments, hunting rifles, pistols, horseshoe iron, jam, liqueurs,
ordinary and glazed porcelains, carriages and various other things.” Hurmuzaki, Documente,
Suppl. I-ii, p. 15. (My emphasis, A.D.-F.)

190 ¢f Homi Bhabha, The Location of Culture. London, 1994.

' St. Lemny, “La critique du régime phanariote: clichés mentaux et perspectives
historiographiques.” in Al. Zub, ed. Culture and Society. lasi, 1985, p. 17-30. The spread of these
ideas through Romanian primary school textbooks in the nineteenth century is well documented by
Mirela-Luminita Murgescu, Intre ,, bunul crestin” si ,, bravul romdn”. Rolul gcolii primare in
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In what follows I neither wish to argue that the above picture was entirely
false; nor that it would have been completely rejected by all contemporary
Romanians. Indeed, some Romanians aided foreign writers in their researches, and
even suggested certain ideas to them. The cultural practices of the main local
actors involved not only passive absorption but also quite sophisticated
manipulations of the ideas Europeans had of them; while their development of the
concepts of ‘literature’ and ‘nation’ in Romanian reacted to, but also interacted

with European expectations and norms.'"

construirea identitdtii nationale romdnegti (1831-1878). lasi, 1999, p. 214-216.

192 K atherine Verdery, “Moments in the rise of the discourse on national identity, I: 17" through
nineteenth centuries”, in Agrigoroaiei, Buzatu & Cristian, eds. Romdnii in istoria universald, 111-i.
Tasi, 1988, p. 58: the “interstitial” projection of the Romanian subject “caught the creators of that
ideology in the currents of more powerful representations from the West”.

50



1774-1829

The State of Culture

Not all Romanian intellectuals were unconscious of the processes
emphasized by the foreign observers. Indeed, for a theory of literature, modernity
and nationalism we do not even need the analytic hindsight of modern academics:
it was evident enough to Bishop Chesarie of Rdmnic, writing in Wallachia in
1778, that a common written culture was a fundamental component of the modern

nation:

Wallachia has had three significant epochs or ages. One age in which wars were waged,;
another in which the foundation of princely monasteries was begun; and another in which
was begun the translation of books from Slavonic into the Romanian language.... Without
the slightest hesitation we can designate the fourth epoch, or significant age, as being the
present age of Wallachia, which the reign of our most enlightened prince Alexander
Ypsilant Voevod has made important for future times also; for only in his Highness’s days
has the country been so fortunate as to obtain written codes for its government.'®

By the 1820s, the idea of printing as an activity conducive to the formation of
national identity had become widespread among intellectuals. A Moldavian
reform project presented to the Russian consul in 1822 proposed “a public printing
house in the language of the fatherland, [...] for all kinds of books that might be
necessary, not to be shut down without cause”;'™ while in 1826 the enlightened
Wallachian boyar Dinicu Golescu wrote that “the printing house is the benefactor
of mankind and the main instrument enabling the spread of enlightenment among

nations.”'%

Those who published the first newspapers in Wallachia and Moldavia were
no less convinced of the role of their publications upon the national spirit.
Gheorghe Asachi, the editor of Albina Romdneascd [The Romanian Bee, 1829-
1849] in Moldavia, described his journal as “the practical method of cultivating
the nation”.'” His Wallachian counterpart, Ion Heliade Ridulescu, who printed
Curierul rumdnesc [The Romanian Courier, 1829-1848], believed that “without

national books, without a national literature, neither the patrie, nor patriotism, nor

19 Mineul pentru Noiembrie. Ramnic 1778, in BRV, 11, p. 227.

194 A.D. Xenopol, “Primul proiect de constitutiune a Moldovei din 1822.” AARMSI, s. 11, t. XX,
1897-1898, p. 131.

19 See the wide-ranging survey by Adrian Marino, “The Romanian Enlightenment: Ideas about
theatre, poetry, books, publishing houses, reading”, in P. Teodor, ed. Enlightenment and Romanian
Society. Cluj-Napoca, 1980, p. 21-39.

19 4lbina romdneascd, 2/14 april 1831. Reprinted under the title “Despre cultivarea limbii romane

51



1774-1829

even nationality can exist.”'”” Likewise, Zaharia Carcalechi, the publisher of the
first Romanian-language periodical in the Habsburg Monarchy (Biblioteca
Romdneascd, 1821, 1829-1834): “All the enlightened nations have discovered
that, to write books and to disseminate them amongst one’s own people, is the

most commendable means of enlightening nations.”'*

It is not hard, then, to find evidence of a belief in the salutary effects of
literary production on national consciousness. And yet we should not confuse the
mere recommendation of books and newspapers, with proof of their operation as a
real factor in Romanian society. One could say that a theory of print culture was
itself part of the nationalist myth, which in turn was fed by the expectations of
political opinion in Europe. We can read these affirmations of literature’s
significance in terms of the acquisition of a certain grasp of the terminology of
cultural ideology: but unless we know at least something of the extent of their
reception and its context, any reading of the literature of the past will be doomed
to partiality: we will select as noteworthy what appeals to our own mentality (or to
our agenda), and ignore what seemed important or representative to

contemporaries.

literare”, in Gh. Asachi Opere, ed Efim Levit. Chigindu, 1991, II, p. 466.
197 Heliade, “Literatura = Politica” [1867], in Opere ed. Popovici. Bucuresti, 1943, II, p. 43.

198 «Cjtra cetitori”, Biblioteca romdneascd, 11, 1834, repr. in Aurel Petrescu ed. Din presa literard
romdneascd a secolului XIX. 2™ edn. Bucuresti, 1970, p. 86.
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a) Literacy

Obviously, an ideology (nationalism) or a state of mind (national
consciousness)'®” is much harder to disseminate and cultivate through print, if the
target audience is largely illiterate. Heliade, in his newspaper prospectus of 1829,
claimed that “the benefits of the Gazerte are general and aimed indiscriminately at

all ranks of men”'"°, but this was scarcely realizable at the time he wrote.

We have no formal surveys of literacy in the Principalities before the
second half of the nineteenth century, but the first one we do have show them as
one of the least literate regions of Europe. At the beginning of the twentieth
century illiteracy in the Old Kingdom was estimated at 87%: and this in a work of

111

official propaganda.'’ Official statistics agree roughly with this estimate: rural
illiteracy was calculated at 85% in 1899."% The rate of literacy in the
Principalities, then, was probably lower in 1890 than it was among some parts of

Western Europe in 1550.'"

For the earlier period, illiteracy must have been even greater. In 1834, of
1400 new recruits to the newly re-established Wallachian militia, 120 could read:
in other words about 8.5% of young and healthy adult males."* But overall literacy
was probably less: nine years later, Petrache Poenaru, director of the Wallachian
Council for Education and editor of the first gazette aimed at the rural inhabitants
of that province, fnvdtdtorul satului [The Village Teacher, 1843-1852], estimated

that “in every village there are, if not more, at least five or six people who know

% This is the distinction proposed by Hugh Seton-Watson (“Language and National
Consciousness”, Proceedings of the British Academy, LXVII, 1981, pp. 83-100): “nationalism”
denotes a movement and an explicit doctrine, whereas “national consciousness” is simply a state of
mind, whose political consequences are latent. See also Hans Rogger, National consciousness in
eighteenth-century Russia. Cambridge, MA, 1960.

110 «Instiintare”, Curierul romdnesc, 1 April 1829, in Aurel Petrescu ed., op. cit., p. 90.

"1 Andrei Pippidi, “L’accueil de la philosophie frangaise du XVIII™ siécle dans les Principautés
Roumaines” in Al. Zub ed. La Révolution Frangaise et les Roumains. lasi, 1989, p. 213.

12 K. Hitchins, Romania 1866-1947. Oxford, 1994, p. 171.

113 About 20 percent of peasants in Narbonne and the surrounding countryside were literate in the
late sixteenth century; about 20 percent of lay witnesses (but very few peasants) before the
consistory court in Durham about 1570. Peter Burke, Popular Culture in Early Modern Europe.
Aldershot, 1994, p. 251.

14 As reported by Bois-le-Comte, Hurmuzaki, Documente, X VI, p. 353.
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how to read”.!” Poenaru’s colleague, the Bucharest geography teacher and
journalist Ion Genilie, estimated a reading population for Wallachia of about
10,000."¢ In April 1848, a teacher from Muscel county in Wallachia gave a more
pessimistic assessement, writing that “a few years ago there was scarcely to be

found one man with book-learning to every three or four villages.”""”

Travellers’ accounts of the Principalities often mentioned the poor
education of the clergy, and were surprised by the fact that the priests were often
little diferentiated from the peasantry amidst whom they lived.""®* We should not

19 and indeed some writers

necessarily accept this evidence without question,
mention that the priests’ education did usually extend to reading and writing.'
We have internal evidence from the 1820s that large numbers of priests were
being ordained “without book-learning, and without their being needed.”*' A
whole series of princes and metropolitans attempted to confine ordainment to
literate clergy, but, as one witness wrote in 1818, “this legislation was sometimes

respected and sometimes not”, and “priests are chosen only from among

uneducated people.”'” In 1854, the Moldavian council of ministers told an

' Dan Berindei, Cultura nationald romdnd modernd. Bucuresti, 1986, p. 155.

116 1. Genilie, “Idee despre starea literaturii §i invétiturii de acum in Roménia.” Cantor de avis, 1,
supl. to nr. 73, 1837-1838, p. 1-9.

17 Exam report cited by G. D. Iscru, Contributii privind invitidmintul la sate in Tara Romdneascd
pind la jumdtatea secolului al XIX-lea. Bucuresti, 1975, p. 168.

U8 Sulzer, Geschichte..., 11, p. 350; Hauterive, Mémoire..., p. 156-158; Baron Campenhausen,
Travels through several Provinces of the Russian Empire. London, 1808, p. 98, 119; W.
Wilkinson, An Account of the Principalities, p. 151, 167-168 (“The generality of them can neither
read nor write”); Rev. Robert Walsh, Narrative of a Journey from Constantinople to England.
London / Edinburgh / Dublin, 1828, p. 264 (“Their clergy are extremely illiterate, few of them
knowing how to read or write”); F. Colson, De [’état actuel et de I’avenir des Principautés de
Moldavie et Valachie. Paris, 1839, p. 162-3; W. von Kotzebue, “Ménistirile Moldaviei din
Carpati.” Propdsirea, 1, 9, 1844, p. 69 (originally published in Beilage zur Aligemeine Zeitung,
Augsburg, 1844).

1% See the discussion of this issue in Angelomatis-Tsougarakis, op. cit., p. 118-145,

120 «A priest’s learning consists in an ability to read and sing to a mediocre standard in his own
tongue.” Raicevich, Osservazioni..., p. 243-244. Raicevich had a long (ten-year) experience of the
Principalities, whereas Walsh (previous note) was only passing through.

12l Constantin N. Tomescu, Mitropolitul Grigorie IV al Ungroviahiei. Chisinau, 1927, p. 24-27 (&
documents, p. 173-176). Ample further evidence in D. Furtund, Preofimea romdneascd in secolul
al XVIIl-lea. Vilenii-de-Munte, 1915; Constantin Mosor, “Biserica Moldovei in timpul domniei lui
Mihail Sturdza (1834-1849).” BOR, LXXXIX, 5-6, 1971, p. 593-605.

'22 Dionisie Fotino, Istoria generald a Daciei [1818] tr. George Sion. Bucuresci, 1859, III, p. 205
n. 2 & 3. Wallachian measures obliging the priests to learn begin with Antim Ivireanul’s [nvatdtura
besericeascd in 1710 (reprinted in 1741 and 1774), up to Caragea’s decree of December 1817,
requiring priests to undergo at least six months of schooling before ordination (G. Bogdan-Duici &
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Austrian envoy that “the majority of our priests possess neither the most
elementary literary knowledge nor the spiritual training necessary to their
vocation.”'? Some popular jokes collected as late as the 1880s confirm that the
idea of a priest who cannot read was a familiar idea to locals as well as to

foreigners:

Priest: My good men, do you know what is in this book?
People: We do not know, father!
Priest: Nor do I!

Or:

Priest: My good men, do you know what is in this book?
People: We know, father!
Priest: In that case I’ve nothing more to tell you!'**

On the other hand, it is safe to estimate that all princes and ministerial
office-holders were able to read and write by the 1820s. This had by no means
been the case a hundred years before; but the Phanariot princes (who themselves
depended for their position on their learning and mastery of foreign languages),
had made it a condition for public office-holding that candidates should have
diplomas of graduation from the Princely Academies of Bucharest and lasi.'” In
1777, Carra wrote that he doubted that a single woman in the Principalities knew
how to read and write: however, his assertion was firmly refuted by a local boyar,
in a pamphlet printed in passable French at Vienna.'”® Slightly later Madame
Reinhard, the wife of the French consul in Iasi in 1806, noted a disposition to

reading among the wives of the Moldavian boyars, and wrote of the Princess that

G. Popa-Lisseanu, eds. Viata §i opera lui Gheorghe Lazdar. Bucuresti, 1924, p. 206-209). In
Moldavia these obligations were applied in 1755 (Preface to Sinopsis, BRV, I, p. 119-121; English
translation by Teoctist, Metropolitan of Moldavia, Metropolitan lacob Putneanul, 1719-1778.
Neamt Monastery, 1978, p. 93-94). Priests benefitted from fiscal privileges, and one of the few
major taxes to which they were subject was for the upkeep of schools, so it is easy to see why
illiterate people should want to become priests, and why priests might be reluctant to develop
schools.

' Gh. Adamescu, Istoricul Seminariului ,, Veniamin” din lasi (1803-1903). Bucuresti, 1904, p. 76
of the annexe.

124 G. Dem Teodorescu, Poesii populare romdne [1885]. Bucuresti, 1985. 1. p. 237-238.

123 According to a Moldavian chronicle (Neculce, Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei ed. 1. Iordan.
Bucuresti, 1955, p. 386) in 1742 Mavrocordat “told all the mazili in the whole country to bring
their children to study at school, in any language they liked, so that there might be learned men in
our Moldavian land too, as there are in other countries and places.” Another chronicler says that
the horror of the clergy at the thought of having to acquire book learning so late in their lives, was
“indescribable”. (Enache Kogilniceanu, in Cronicele Romdniei, 111, p. 204).

126 Cioranescu, “Le Serdar Gheorghe Saul ...”, p. 57.
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“she expresses herself fluently in French and our literature is not unfamiliar to
her.”"? This in itself was something: a literate élite had been in position for some
time longer than in, say, neighbouring Serbia, where many of the senior instigators
of the Revolution of 1804 were illiterate, as was the country’s ruler until 1838,

Prince Milo§ Obrenovié.'?

However, the division between the literate and the illiterate by no means
corresponded precisely to the division between élite and masses before the mid-
nineteenth century. In general, the decision to educate oneself or one’s children
depended very much on the individual, and need not automatically be associated
with a high social status, or be a sine qua non for achieving it."” It was quite
possible for lesser boyars, who formed the social basis for provincial government,
to occupy positions of power in the counties, without knowing how to read or
write. Constantin “Dinca” Bréatianu (c. 1795-1844), the father of the illustrious
liberal prime-minister Ion C. Bratianu, “knowing neither how to write, nor to read,
barely even able to sign his name”, was elected judge and prefect of Arges county
in 1835."° On the other hand, even before 1821, some of the senior offices of the
Principalities were given over to people with specifically intellectual attainments,
who had proved useful to the Prince in one way or another, and often followed
him from Constantinople. The Phanariots themselves could in some sense be seen
as a caste of intellectuals. The leader of the 1821 revolt in Wallachia, Tudor
Vladimirescu (c. 1780-1821), an Oltenian peasant soldier later promoted to the
lesser nobility, could read and write well and is likely to have been familiar with

books and newspapers from Vienna."!

From the early nineteenth century, most villages in the Principalities

tended not to deal with the central state authorities on a personal level, but through

27 Lettres de Madame Reinhard & sa mére, 1798-1815. Tr. de ’allemande par la baronne de
Wimpffen, sa petite-fille. Paris, 1900, p. 208.

128 Duncan Wilson, The Life and Times of Vuk Stefanovié Karadzié¢. Oxford, 1970, p. 42, 55.

12 Cf. the Hungarian case, described by Istvan Gyorgy T6th, “Lire et écrire parmi les nobles
hongrois au dix-huitieéme siecle.” SVEC, CCLXIV, 1989, p. 607-609.

130 Apostol Stan, Jon C. Brdtianu si liberalismul romdn. Bucuresti, 1993, p. 12.

B Tudor served as a pandour (frontier soldier) in Oltenia and later as a boyar’s administrator: he
spent some time in Vienna from 1814, dealing with a court case on behalf of his employer. Ioan C.

Filitti, Framdntdri politice si sociale in Principatele Romdne de la 1821 la 1828. Bucuresti, 1932,
p. 19ff.
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representatives, and also village clerks."”” Such a clerkship might be the first step
to literary ambition: the father (born 1812) of the great poet Mihai Eminescu held
various jobs of this kind. Similarly, the playwright Ion Luca Caragiale’s
immigrant father (born c. 1825) earned a position in Romanian society through his
literacy, as administrator of a monastic estate, subsequently rising to the position
of magistrate. Both writers themselves worked as copyists in the early part of their

careers.'®

But although such upward social movement through access to letters may
have been surprisingly common for long before 1830 - some historians have
talked of the long-term formation of “an invisible bourgeoisie” spreading a
common set of national ideas from the late 17th century onwards™* - it guarantees
no kind of circulation of written ideas on a national level. Those free peasants,
mercenaries or merchants who made it would hide their peasant culture in their
new environment, and look down on the one from which they had emerged.
Literacy might indeed enable people to move upwards: but it does not follow that

the same literacy spread downwards.

All the same, we must not assume that villagers were completely
unaffected by the written word. Many written works would be read aloud to a
large group of people, and thus much more widely disseminated than a set of
literacy statistics would have us believe. This is particularly true of religious
works such as the liturgy and sermons."” But it is also valid for popular song and
fiction. There are instances of aristocratic collectors of “oral” literature who wrote
down songs and poems that had in the first instance been disseminated through

print.”¢ In the 1840s, the popular writer Anton Pann included in a collection of

12 Henri H. Stahl, Traditional Romanian Village Communities, p. 109-110. A letter-writing guide
in manuscript has survived from the end of the eighteenth century, which notes the forms to be
used for a large number of kinds of letter: see CMR, 11, p. 292 (ms. no. 547).

133 G. Calinescu, Viaga lui Mihai Eminescu. 4™ edn. Bucuresti, 1966, ch. 1.

134 Andrei Pippidi, “Identitate etnocultural in spatiul romanesc. Probleme de metoda.” in Al. Zub

ed. Identitate si alteritate in spatiul romadnesc. lasi, 1996, p. 69; Gh. Platon, De la constituirea
natiunii la Marea Unire. Vol 1. lasi, 1996, p. 12-27.

135 Alexandru Dutu, “Y-a-t-il une Europe Orthodoxe?” in Buletinul institutului de studii sud-est
europene, VIIL, 1997, p. 27-30.

136 [dem. “Popular Literature, Print and Common Culture.” CREL, 2, 1985, p. 4-17. One can hardly
accept, however, Dutu’s affirmation (p. 12) that “rural culture was in permanent contact with the
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poems “gathered from the people”, a translation from Lamartine by the “high-
cultured” poet C.A. Rosetti.”” Folk songs collected south of the Danube in the
nineteenth century contained motifs also to be found in written chronicles from
much earlier periods, suggesting further interaction — although of what kind

exactly, is hard to specify.”®

We depend on the (printed) word of the intellectuals for most of these
fragments of evidence. They cannot be completely neglected: or at the very least it
is important to establish that villages were not hermetically sealed from all outside
or élite influence - a common myth, but a sociologically improbable one, as Jack
Goody and others have shown.”” Where reading was a collective activity, and in
communities where information was habitually shared, Poenaru’s idea that
through five or six literate men in each village he could reach a much larger
population was not completely wishful. The scarcity value of books, combined
with the difficulty in accessing them, meant that the rural communities would be

in a sense prime targets for the inculcation of foreign and new ideas.

literature which developed in town or at Court, thus....conferring to Romanian civilization a
specific note in South Eastern Europe.”

7M. Bucur, C.A. Rosetti. Mesianism i donquijotism revolutionar. Bucuresti, 1970, p. 27.

138 Catalina Velculescu, “Legende - reflexe in istoriografie.” RITL, XXVII, 1, 1978, p. 23-33;
eadem, “Village Mentality and Written Culture.” RESEE, XVIII, 4, 1980, p. 636-646.

13% Jack Goody, editor’s introduction to Literacy in Traditional Societies. Cambridge, 1969, p. 5-9.
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b) Education and the public sphere

Formal education in the Principalities was, institutionally at least, placed
within the closely circumscribed limits of the religious sphere. The ostensible
purposes of study were religious improvement and the extension of benefits to the
religious community, which in the Ottoman world was in any case the framework
within which educational and social welfare was authorized, established and
funded. A charter of 1748 issued by the prince of Moldavia compared schooling to
“a well from which the mass of people may drink of sufficient learning and
wisdom, learning which causes every man to know God.”'* In 1774, the preface to
a Bucharest edition of apostolic texts admitted that “All good and useful works are
pleasing to God.” But, it was stressed, “especially so are those which are done for
the honour and praise, for the greater spreading of the True Word and for the
praise of the Holy Church.”**' Education was a Christian undertaking, and the
desire for learning was likened to a profession of faith: “every true-believing
Christian desires to enlighten the thought of his and his children’s hearts with
learning and knowledge.”'** The prestige of tradition prevailed over models of
individual action, to the extent that Old Testament allusions were often preferred
to references to Christ’s teachings: both the Phanariot princes in their school
foundation charters, and the weather-magicians or wise men of the villages,
invoked the same patron for their learning: this was none other than King

Solomon.'?®

The main educational institutions in the Principalities were the so-called

“Princely Academies”. These had been established in Bucharest and Iasi at the end

190 «“Hrisov de la D. Grigorie Ghika vv. pt. scoale. Dec 25 1748.” Uricariul, 1, 1852, p. 58-59.

141 Apostol cu mila lui Dumnezeu sfintului (Bucuresti, 1774) repr. in BRV, 11, p. 204,

"2 Catahisis. lasi, 1777, ibid., p. 220.

'3 King Solomon invoked by Dosoftei, Bishop of Radauti, in 1787 (Mihai-Stefan Ceausu, “Scoald
si educatie in Bucovina in perioada iosefinistd §i postiosefinistd”, AIIAI, XXXI, 1994, p. 232);
Mihai Sutu of Moldavia in a school charter of 1793 (Uricariul, 11, p. 53); by the authors of
panegyrics to Phanariot princes (Radu Paun, “Literatura encomiastica si mirajul puterii absolute in
veacul XVIIL” RIS, II-1II, 1997-1998, p. 295-332; Hurmuzaki, Documente, XII1, p. 293); by
translators of Enlightenment literature (CMR, I1, p. 175; BRV, 111, p. 25, 495); by the solomonari or
weather-magicians (Andrei Oisteanu, Cosmos vs. Chaos tr. Mirela Adéscilitei. Bucharest, 1999, p.
185-197; see also S. Mihaiilescu, “Solomonarii.” Sezdtoarea, 11, 1893, p. 140-142).
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of the seventeenth and the beginning of the eighteenth centuries respectively.'*
They effectively continued Byzantine traditions of learning, with an emphasis on
Classical texts and Aristotelian philosophy. Theological texts were used for study,
but not as a separate part of the syllabus. Education was geared around Ancient

Greek, although other languages were also taught.'*

Controversy exists both as to the quality of the education at the
Academies, and the extent to which they were a genuine force for social change in
the Principalities.'* Student numbers reached over two hundred by the 1810s; but
the programe was precarious, the social prestige low, and disruptions frequent.'"’
Princely charters dealing with schools reveal an awareness of the insufficiency of
educational establishments in the Principalities. These documents, which form a
major source of our information about school foundations and the content of
instruction, often served as occasions for the ritual enunciation of official pieties
and advertisements of princely legitimacy, and need to be analysed with care.'®
Nevertheless, some interesting reflections of contemporary mentalities emerge
from them. As early as 1746, Prince Constantin Mavrocordat of Wallachia
justified his educational reforms by reference to a sense of inferiority: schools are
necessary “lest we remain behind other peoples in neighbouring countries.”'*
Twenty years later, Grigore Ghica of Moldavia compared “the state of enlightened

celebrity in which our people once were, with the miserable and tearful present

state, on account of the lack of instruction”.'® On the other hand, this very

144 The exact dating is controversial: for a resumé of the problenis, see A. Camariano-Cioran, Les
Académies princiéres de Bucarest et de Jassy et leur professeurs. Thessaloniki, 1974, p. 22-36 (for
Bucharest), 85-87 (for Iasi); new evidence in Andrei Pippidi, “Pouvoir et culture en Valachie sous
Constantin Brancovan”, RESEE, XXVI, 4, 1988, p. 290-291.

143 A good survey of the content of teaching at Bucharest is G. Cront, “L’Académie de Saint-Sava
de Bucarest au XVIII® siecle: le contenu de I’enseignement.” RESEE, 1V, 3-4, 1966, p. 437-475.

16 A useful résumé of the disputes in Paul Cornea, Originile romantismului romdnesc. Bucuresti,
1972, p. 625-626. Since then, a positive assessment has been given by A. Camariano-Cioran, op.
cit.; Pippidi, “L’accueil de la philosophie frangaise...” is rather more reserved; Rhoads Murphey,
“Westernisation in the eighteenth-century Ottoman Empire: how far, how fast?” Byzantine and
Modern Greek Studies, XX111, 1999, p. 116-139, rejects the idea of advanced secularization among
either Greeks or Turks.

147 Recordon, op. cit.

1% popescu-Mihut, “Ideologie politici...” loc. cit.

9 Yorga, Hist. de I’enseignement..., p. 66-67.

130 1bid., p. 84.
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awareness provoked a desire to modernize. The observations of the metropolitan
of Moldavia, Iacob Stamati, in a report of 1800 on the Iési academy, constitute
both a critique of the old system and an affirmation of new ideas. Stamati had
harsh words for the pretended encyclopaedism of the neo-Byzantine framework of
learning, with its “chit-chat about parsing” [“fechnologhicegsti birfeli”]; he saw
that language should be taught “not word by word according to the old custom,

but concept by concept”:

In all education we develop from the known to the unknown, but not in darkness from the
unknown to the unknown, as was taught hitherto in schools... to learn by rote, like parrots,
knowing and understanding nothing of what is taught; this caused the students to waste ten
or twenty years learning grammar, while the nations of Europe learn this language [Ancient
Greek]... more easily than we do, though it is foreign to them."*!

Moreover, the age-old religious function of education was questioned: school “is a
place... where a child, attending frequently, learns the appropriate teachings,
which include not only learning the fear of God and the dogmas of the Orthodox
faith, but also making themselves useful to the fatherlapd.” For these opinions
Stamati cited not only the authority of Cicero but also that of the professors of the
University of Géttingen. '

The influence of Condillac and the modern European pedagogy is evident

153

here;'"” and the fundamentally new understanding of pedagogy as progressive

131 Text reproduced in N. Enescu, “Data anaforalei Mitropolitului Iacob II Stamati privitoare la
scolile din Moldova.” MMS, XLVII, 3-4, 1971, p. 201-203. (Stamati still maintained that Greek
was the only suitable language for philosophical instruction). This critique of morals precedes the
almost identical one of Andreas Wolf (cited earlier), who was in fact well acquainted with Stamati
(see I. Lupas, “Cum infatigeaza o carte tiparita la Sibiu in anul 1805 personalitatea mitropolitului
Tacob Stamati.” MMS, XLIV, 11-12, 1959, p. 850-858). Wolf’s account coincided with the local

Metropolitan’s opinion, and was not just an image dreamt up according to “foreign” norms.

"2 Ibid. Compare the statement by Constantin Ipsilanti, Prince of Wallachia in 1804, that “the

Good Lord gave us to rule, and we should thank him by educating people for the common good.”
(apud V.A. Urechia, Istoria romdnilor, VIII, p. 443).

133 Condillac, Cours d’études pour I’instruction du prince de Parme. Livre I: La Grammaire - the
method is not to instil in them, by rote-learning, general principles (which presuppose a series of
observations which they have not had the occasion to make), but to lead them from observation to
observation, from the known towards the unknown. (Qeuvres, t. V. Paris, 1798, p. iii-v.) Professors
at Bucharest and Iasi translated Condillac and his Italian adaptor Francesco Soave into Greek, and
taught from manuscript adaptations of his work (Camariano-Cioran, op. cit., p. 201-203, 438-444,
621-622; D. Popovici, Ideologia literard a lui I. Heliade Rddulescu [1935]. Cluj-Napoca, 1977, p.
20-22.) The Romanian ms. translation of Condillac’s Logigque by Vasile Vérnav (1825), which is
from the Greek, is now known to have been preceded by one directly from the French by Lazar-
Leon Asachi in 1818 (Antonie Pldmadeald, Lazdr-Leon Asachi in cultura romand. Sibiu, 1985, p.
32-42). On the importance of Condillac’s thought for the linking of nation to language: Hans
Aarsleff, From Locke to Saussure. London, 1982, p. 146-209; G. A. Wells, The Origin of
Language. Aspects of the Discussion from Condillac to Wundt. La Salle, IL, 1987, p. 9-47.
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psychological development rather than rote-learning can be traced throughout
nineteenth-century Romanian educational literature.”™ Other Western writers of
the Enlightenment such as Voltaire, Beccaria, and Fénélon, were often (but not
always) translated into Romanian from Greek intermediary versions.'”® Greek was
very much the commercial and intellectual /ingua franca, and a language with a
prestige that Romanian lacked. It is not therefore surprising that
conceptualizations of modernity often found their way into Romanian language
culture through Greek writings, which in their turn might have been influenced by
West European currents.'® Likewise, in Bucharest, the Greek Academy was the
site of heated arguments as to the relative value of Ancient and Modern wisdom:
Rousseau and Heiniccius were read and studied here in the early 1800s, and a
movement began “to stamp out that preconceived idea that only what Ancient
Greece has given us is good. Modern Europe surpasses even old Hellas in
wisdom”. Constantinos Vardalachos, the director of the Bucharest school from

1805 to 1815, had no hesitation in declaring Newton to be superior to Aristotle."’

Not all translations from the French were revolutionary, or even products
of the Enlightenment: a Greek translation of a work originally written as a manual
for the instruction of Louis XIV in the 1650s was in use in the Bucharest Academy

in the 1810s;"® while a set of 17th-century Protestant sermons was considered

1% The idea of leading pupils “from the known to the unkown” was also propounded by Ion
Heliade Radulescu, “Despre invititura publicd.” Dacia litterard, 11, 1840, p. 251-252. It remained
a staple of Romanian pedagogy through the nineteenth century: cf. Ion Creangd, preface to
Geografia judetului lagi (1879), cited by N. Timiras, Jon Creangd. Bucuresti, n.d., p. 135.

135 Cornelia Papacostea-Danielopolu, Intelectualii romdni din Principate si cultura greacd, 1821-
1859. Bucuresti, p. 133-140; Pippidi, “L’accueil...”, p. 229f1f.

1% Cornea, Originile..., p. 61-75; Vlad Georgescu, Political Ideas and the Enlightenment in the
Romanian Principalities. New York, 1971, p. 38-41; Paschalis M. Kitromilides, Enlightenment as
Social Criticism: losipos Moisiodax and Greek Culture in the Eighteenth Century. Princeton,
1992, p. 133-142; Alexandru Dutu, “National Identity and Tensional Factors in South-Eastern
Europe.” EEQ, XXXI, 2, 1997, p. 195-205.

157 Camariano-Cioran, Les Académies Princiéres, p- 141.

'*® Emanuela Popescu-Mihut, “Manuels redigés pour I'instruction de Louis XIV traduits en
néogrec.” RESEE, XXXIII, 1-2, 1995, p. 73-81, mentions L école des princes, by Frangois de la
Mothe le Vayer: first published, 1658; translated into Greek in 1710; still in use in 1810. Cf. the
example of Fontenelle’s Entretiens sur la pluralité des mondes (1684), tr. into Greek in 1794 by
the Greek writer Panayiotis Kodrikas working as a court official in Wallachia, which met with
considerable opposition from clerical circles: details in C. Th. Dimaras, La Gréce au temps des
Lumiéres. Genéve, 1969, p. 56-57.
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worthy of translation into Romanian (again, via a Greek intermediary) in 1819."
A religious outlook persisted in the administration, too: the 1814 regulations for
the Princely Academy of Bucharest reaffirmed that anybody caught appropriating
or misspending money earmarked for schooling was to receive a punishment
equivalent to that due for sacrilege.'® Translations of Voltaire and other European
thinkers provoked counter-atttacks.' Many of them show the influence of the
reactionary ‘“Paternal Exhortation” [Didaskalia Patriki], a work published in
Constantinople in 1798 and attributed to Patriarch Anthimos. In this critique of
Western ideas, the Enlightenment was not understood as a secularizing current but
rather believed to be part of some imaginary Catholic plot against Orthodoxy and
its privileged position within the Ottoman Empire. Not only was this work
translated twice into Romanian; its sentiments were also frequently echoed in
contemporary Romanian writings, such as those of the monk Naum Rémniceanu,
who described Voltaire in the 1830s as “the forerunner of the last Antichrist, the
deceiver of the world, the barbarian in the face of God’s works, the philosopher of
the darkness of damnation, the visible devil.”'* Meanwhile, strong eschatological
and millenarian accents not only continued but became an increasingly strong
presence in Romanian written culture towards the turn of the nineteenth century.'®
Greek patriots might encourage translations of Rousseau, but they would also

spread their conceptualisations of the future through public prophecy.'®

1% BRV, 111, p.312.
1% popescu-Mihut, “Ideologie politica...”, p. 83.

11 Carra, op. cit, p. 219; Panzini, in Cortese, op. cit., p. 165; Dimaras, La Gréce au temps des
Lumiéres, p. 40ff.

12 On the Romanian translations of the Didaskalia see Ariadna Camariano, “Spiritul filosofic i
revolutionar francez combatut de de patriarhia ecumenici §i Sublima Poarta.” CL, IV, 1940, p.
114-136. English edn. in Richard Clogg ed. The Movement for Greek Independence, 1770-1821,
ed. cit., p. 175ff. Cf. the description of Voltaire as “the pagans’ god” in the chronicle of Ioan
Dobrescu, entry for the year 1813-1814, in Dutu, ed., Sud-Estul European..., p. 210. Naum
Ramniceanu cited in Cornea, Originile..., p. 106; Hitchins, The Romanians, 1774-1866, p. 132,
describes Naum as “one of the most progressive thinkers of the time™!

19 Daniel Barbu, “Ecriture sur le sable. Temps, histoire et eschatologie dans la société roumaine a
la fin de I’ancien régime.” in Al. Zub, ed. Temps et changement dans 1’espace roumain. lasi, 1991,
p. 131-137.

'®* In February 1806, the Greek metropolitan of Ungro-Wallachia Dositheos Filittis appeared
publicly in Bucharest and prophesied that in the near future the Russians would be in Paris, and the
French in Siberia. (Saint Luce to Talleyrand, 3 Feb 1806, in Hurmuzaki, Documente, XVI, p. 702-
704); in fact, a remarkably accurate prediction of the outcome of the Napoleonic Wars!
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These aspects of Greek and Romanian culture in the age of the French
revolution have often been interpreted as a sign of backwardness and
obscurantism or even “cultural schizophrenia.”’®® But while the evidence is
important and interesting, it should be remembered that such apparently irrational
attitudes were common companions of scientific and rational thought in Western
Europe too. In post-1688 England, Newtonians combined revolutionary scientific
systems with a conservative religious outlook that endured until Darwin;'® while
prophecy and millenarianism proved attractive to radical intellectuals.'”” In pre-
revolutionary France, some of the most radical atheists were attracted by theories
of the paranormal.'® Eric Hobsbawm has written that “In purely religious terms
we must see our period as one in which increasing secularization and (in Europe)
religious indifference battled with revivals of religion in its most uncompromising
forms”.'® If it is cultural schizophrenia we are dealing with, it is one that is
common to European trends of thought and by no means peculiar to either Greek

or Romantan culture.

What tendencies there were towards secular education tended to be
confined to the private sphere. The gradual introduction of French as a language of
the élite was largely the work of instructors working in private houses, and

diplomatic secretaries working for the princes.'”

Many of these secretaries,
doctors and teachers were employed in a political capacity, had direct links with

Western diplomatic agents in Constantinople (who often suggested their

15 Clogg, “The Greek mercantile bourgeoisie: ‘progressive’ or ‘reactionary’?” in idem, ed. Balkan
Society in the Age of Greek Independence. London, 1981, p. 85-110 (p. 90 for the phrase “cultural
schizophrenia”).

1% Margaret C. Jacob, The Newtonians and the English Revolution. Ithaca, NJ, 1976.

17 E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class. Harmondsworth, 1980, p. 54
“Because the luxuriating imagery points sometimes to goals that are clearly illusory, this does not
mean that we can lightly conclude that it indicates a chronically impaired sense of reality.”

188 Robert Damnton, Mesmerism and the End of the Enlightenment in France. Cambridge, MA,
1968, p. 165: “The literate French of the late 1780s tended to reject the cold rationalism of the
midcentury in favor of a more exotic intellectual diet. They yearned for the suprarational and the
scientifically mysterious. They buried Voltaire and flocked to Mesmer.”

' The Age of Revolution. Europe 1789-1848. London, 1962, p. 229.

1"p. Eliade, De I'influence frangaise sur I’esprit publique en Roumanie. Paris, 1898, p. 137-171.
Some of the first French teachers were working in pensions whose main object was the teaching of
Greek: N. Cartojan, “Pensionatele franceze din Moldova in prima jumitate a veacului al XIX-lea.”
Omagiu lui Ramiro Ortiz. Bucuresti, 1929, p. 68. For some contracts, see Hurmuzaki, Documente,
X, p. 554-555.
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appointment to the Phanariot princes), and did not exercise any major effect on the
wider intellectual life of the Principalities.’”" On the other hand, the practice of
hiring private tutors became fashionable in boyars’ households, and there were
repeated requests for tutors in Western languages. In Iasi, a single boyar might
retain more teachers for the private instruction of his children and relatives than
were present in the Academy.'”” By 1806 the Russian consul described the study of
French as an “epidemic” in Moldavia.'"” The capacity of boyars to educate their
children privately to a high standard may be seen in the case of the Moldavian
Scarlat Sturdza (c. 1750-1814), who emigrated to Russia with his children in
1792: the family’s intellectual horizons astonished Muscovite contemporaries.'”
The French tutors who came were not always treated with the respect they thought
they deserved: the boyars who hired them may have felt the need to acquire
Western languages and culture, but made no social concessions to those who

taught them.'”

There were other schools teaching Romanian in the Principalities before

1800, but they tended to be sporadic and lacking in prestige.'® There had been

! Germaine Lebel, La France et les Principautés Danubiennes. Paris, 1955, p. 187-198; Andrei
Pippidi, Hommes et idées... p. 237-252; G. Brétescu, “Le médecin frangais E. J. Bertin, archiétre
de Constantin Mavrocordato (1741-1743).” RRH, XXX, 3-4, 1991, p. 269-275; Dan Berindei,
“Diffusion des ,,idées frangaises” dans les pays roumains et ’impact de la Révolution de 1789.” in
1789: Weltwirkung einer grossen Revolution. Berlin, 1989, 11, p. 474-492.

"2N. Torga, “Contributii la istoria tnvitimantului in tara si in striinitate (1780-1830).” A4RMSL,
s. I, t. XXIX, 1906-1907, p. 33-51; N. Enescu, “Scoli particulare in Moldova si studiile in
striinitate in perioada domniilor fanariote (1714-1821)” in I. Popescu-Teiusan ed. Din istoria
pedagogiei romdnegti, I1. Bucuresti, 1966, p. 129.

' Hurmuzaki, n.s., IV, p. 615.

17 Stella Ghervas, Alexandre Stourdza (1791-1854). Geneve, 1999, p. 16. Cf. the testimony of a
Russian, Mikhailovskii-Danilevskii, who was in Iasi in 1829 and noted that the Moldavian boyars’
education was in some cases “superior to that of our Russian nobles”; G. Bezviconi, ed. & tr.
Caldtori rugi in Moldova §i Muntenia. Bucuresti, 1947, p. 266.

' In Bucharest in 1804 a certain “Pavillon Bonnet” complained that his employer, the Great Ban
Costache Ghica had given him very poor accommodation (“my cupboard is full of holes ... there is
no lock on my door ... the rats ate my bed-linen”) and failed to let him earn a full keep by teaching
other boyars’ children (Urechia, Istoria romdnilor, VIII, p. 456-468); in lasi in 1817, another tutor,
Bacheville, was taunted by his employer’s Albanian guards, and had his wine glass taken away
from him at table. Voyages des fréres Bacheville. Paris, 1820, p. 212-217.

7 For Wallachia, see Urechia, Istoria romdnilor, X-A, p. 386-408; for Moldavia, see the
documents in Uricariul, 11, p. 51-67; 111, p. 22-30; X, p. 451. One village school set up in 1817 by
the former Grand Vornic of Moldavia, Alexandru Calimah, entitled the latter to tax exemptions on
his alcohol-producing stills, not only on the estate where the school was established, but also on
other estates. This arrangement was confirmed in 1823 by the Prince Ioan Sandu Sturdza. (lorga,
SD, V1, p. 53-55.)
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some sort of provision for Romanian (it was called “Moldavian™) at the Iasi
academy, but we have scant details outside the official charters."”” An idea of the
relative importance of the different languages can be gauged by the salaries given
to professors in the Iasi school in 1748: 360 lei for ancient Greek, 120 for modern
Greek, 130 for Slavonic, and 100 for Romanian."” The few specific institutions
for teaching Romanian were ecclesiastical, such as at the school for priests
established at the monastery of Socola outside Iasi in 1803."” In Bucharest there
was a school of Slavonic for church and chancery scribes, with seems to have had
some sort of provision for teaching Romanian writing from the mid-eighteenth
century onwards, but funds and pupil numbers were low. One teacher was fired in
1780 for moonlighting in a pub.'"™ Individual churches might have priests or
scribes who gave elementary lessons in reading and writing. These functioned
irregularly both before and after 1821, and any priest wishing seriously to instruct
himself would attend the Greek Academy, or travel abroad.”® The upkeep of many
schools was in theory to be paid for by annual contributions from the clergy, but
the latter frequently resisted or simply did not bother to make these payments.'*
Commerce with Transylvania or the Balkan lands tended to be carried out in
Greek, German or Italian; while consideration for public office had been made
conditional upon knowledge of Greek.'™ With the regular Russian military
occupations, there was a demand for scribes knowing Russian.'®* So it was not
surprising that Romanians wishing to advance in life were as keen to be instructed
in foreign languages as in their native tongue. There is little evidence before 1821
of Romanian communities actually taking the initiative in expressing the desire for

education in their native language, in contrast to neighbouring Serbia, where such

""" lorga, Histoire de I’enseignement, p. 55, 60-62.

1" Uricariul, 1, p. 61. Comparable figures for 1728 in lorga, Histoire de l'enseignement..., p. 61.
17 Mircea Pacurariu, Istoria Bisericii Ortodoxe Romdne, Bucuresti, 1981, III, p. 228-229.

180 The available evidence is discussed by G. Potra, Bucurestii de ieri. Bucuresti, 1990, I, p. 5-41.
81 Enescu, “Scoli particulare in Moldova si studiile in striinatate...”, p. 131-135.

182 Al. Vianu, “Consideratii asupra caracterului activititii administratiei ruse in Tarile Roméne
(1769-1774).” SMIM, 1, 1956, p. 240; V. A. Urechia, “Documente inedite din Domnia lui
Alexandru Constantin Moruzi, 1793-1796.” AARMSI, s. 11, t. XV, 1892-1893, p. 261-266.

'3 Cf. the request by the merchants of Pitesti for a Greek school in 1804, which the reigning prince
refused (Urechia, Istoria romdnilor, VIII, p. 441-442).

18 Ibid., IX, p. 390.
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requests are on record around 1810.'%

However, it was the Phanariots - and not the “native” princes appointed
after 1821 - who were responsible for the introduction of Romanian-language
higher education in Bucharest and Iasi. The first initiatives took place in
Moldavia, where in November 1813 Prince Scarlat Callimachi approved some
courses in engineering and surveying to be taught at the Academy. These were
started the following year by Gheorghe Asachi, and were in fact initially held in
French.”® Four years later, similar proposals were made in Wallachia by the
boyars to the prince, and a Romanian school was established at St. Sava
monastery in March 1818.""" The principal motivation seems to have been not so
much enlightenment of the nation as a need for well-trained land surveyors to
provide expert judgement in disputes over purchases of agricultural terrain. This
was a period in which the nobility of both principalities sought to expand their
land holdings at the expense of the free peasantry, and surveying and dealing in
land with the peasantry was one area of public life where it was not possible to do

business in Greek.'®

Both Asachi and Lazir were from outside the rank of noble families, and
had proved themselves useful in providing just these services. Lazdr was a
Transylvanian, who came to Bucharest after being employed in the household of
189

the Wallachian boyar’s wife Ecaterina Barcinescu, on her estate near Ploiesti.

Asachi’s father was a priest from Podolia (modern Ukraine), of possibly Armenian

'8 Milenko Karanovich, The Development of Education in Serbia and Emergence of its
Intelligentsia (1838-1858). New York, 1995, p. 10-11.

18 Camariano-Cioran, Les Académies Princiéres, p. 108-110, 657-659, is superior to the standard
Romanian histories of education, taking into account little-used Greek sources.

"7 Ibid., p. 78-83. Documents in G. Bogdan-Duici & Popa-Lisseanu, Viata si opera lui G. Lazdr,
ed. cit., p. 204-211. The boyars’ initial request (10 dec 1817) published here, is definitely not the
original, judging by the language. The scholar who first published it, V. A. Urechia (“Domnia lui
loan Caragea, 1812-1818: Biserica - Scélele - Cultura publicd.” A4RMSI, s, 11, t. XX, 1897-1898,
p. 75-76; idem, Istoria Romdnilor, X-A, p. 413) is notorious for his carelessness with documents
and may well have failed to mention that he translated it from the Greek. G. Pamuti refers to it but
does not republish it in the documentary annexe to his biography (Gheorghe Lazdr, Bucuresti,
1973, p. 169-173): his arguments (p. 31-36) that the school was Lazir’s idea have no clear
documentary basis.

188 Asachi’s own account in Buletinul foaei oficiale, 55, 1838, cited by A.D. Xenopol & C.
Erbiceanu, Serbarea scolard de la Iagi. Tasi, 1885, p. 111-115.

18 Constantin M. Boncu, Scoala prahoveand. Secolele X-XIX. Bucuresti, 1976, p. 22ff.
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origin," who had moved to Iasi in 1803 and reached a high rank in the Moldavian
church hierarchy. Both had been educated in Vienna; Asachi also at Lvov and
Rome. Competence in surveying was henceforth made conditional on the
possession of a graduation certificate, so it was natural that the boyar class was
keen to attend: indeed, the majority of Asachi’s students came from the upper

ranks of the Moldavian nobility."’

But contemporaries were aware of the significance of the opening of the
Romanian schools. Lazdr described the moment as the beginning of “a new
epoch... under the protection of the princely sceptre”, and declared his aim to be
the justified entry of the Romanians “into the sacred number of the other
Enlightened peoples, finding there the lost rank of ancestral honour.” The idea of
schooling was changing: knowledge, from conferring grace, character or rank to
individuals, came to be seen as a way to establish a cultural genealogy for the
ethnic community. Both schoolmasters were very conscious of the fact that
Romanian was considered an “inferior” tongue by their Greek colleagues: Lazir
says that the boyars who founded the school considered it a shame for a people not
to have an Academy, as have other nations, and to be left “weaker, lower down
and more ridiculed than all the other languages and people on the face of the
earth.”’” Meanwhile, Asachi’s classes came under criticism from Dimitrios
Govdelas, the director of the Academy in Iasi, who denied that a mere engineer
“with no idea of philosophy”, would be in a position to offer higher instruction,
and threw the traditional accusation that Romanian lacked the necessary scientific
terms for higher education.”” These schools were attended by about thirty pupils
each, and were not in existence for long enough to establish a regular routine, a

turnover of graduates or a diversified timetable.'*

0. Dj. Siruni, “Gheorghe Asachi si Armenii.” Ani - revista de culturd armeand, an. 1, vol. IV,
nov 1936, p. 71-75.

Y Uricariul, XV1, 1891, p. 410-412; Lazir’s pupils were sons of merchants and lesser gentry:
Stefan Pop, “Colegiul National Sf. Sava” in Boabe de grdu, IV, 7, 1933, p. 393-394.

192 «fnstiintare (de toati cinstea vreadnici Tinerime).” [1818] repr. in Pamuts, op. cit., p. 173-175,
and in N. Isar Scoala nationald de la Sf. Sava (1821-1859). Bucuresti, 1994, p. 139.

%3 Isar, op. cit., p. 7-10; Camariano-Cioran, op. cit., p. 638-642.

1% We know the names of 31 pupils at Asachi’s school (Uricarul, XV1, loc. cit.), and 34 at Lazar’s

(St. Pop, op. cit., loc. cit.). According to Govdelas, only 6 pupils graduated from Asachi’s school
in the five years from 1813-1818: lorga, Histoire de [’enseignement..., p. 146. For some
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In 1820, immediately before the uprising in Wallachia, four students were
sent from Bucharest to study in Italy and France, in order to gain the necessary
scientific grounding to set up a school with a modern syllabus.'” They remained
there after the insurrection of 1821, which saw the overthrow of the Phanariot
regime, and kept in contact with Greek circles in Pisa and at home in Wallachia.'
The initial conditions for these scholarships, which specified a knowledge of
Greek, changed with the regime; in 1824, a candidate was rejected because he did
not master Romanian."”” This has been seen as the first successful and systematic
move to “borrow” the learning and literature of Europe for the purposes of
reconstructing Wallachian society on a national basis, although princes had
occasionally undertaken similar actions before.'”® The correspondence of the monk
Poteca, who supervised the students, shows that in February 1822 he was still
recognising the old metropolitan Dionisie, a Romanian but a sympathiser of the
uprising, as “legitmate metropolitan” (and writing to him in Greek); but that by
April the same year he had transferred his allegiance to the new metropolitan

Grigorie (and corresponded in Romanian).'”

After 1821, the schools in Bucharest and Iasi ceased to function as many of
the teachers and local nobility (whose sons were the main source of intake) fled
into exile. From 1822 to 1823 the St. Sava monastery in Bucharest was used by
the Turkish occupying force as a military supplies depot.*® Lazar died in 1823 and
Asachi took up a post as the Moldavian diplomatic agent in Vienna from 1822 to

1827. The Saint Sava school was maintained from 1823 to 1825 by a young

graduation attestations, Gh. Ungureanu, “Stiri inedite despre cursul de inginerie tinut de Gh.
Asachi la Scoala domneasca din lasi.” RA, s.n., VI, 2, 1963, p. 250-251.

19 The text of the original proposal (by Constantin Béliceanu - one of the official ephors
supervising Lazar’s school - and the Metropolitan Dionisie) and Prince Alexandru Sutu’s statement
of approval, in Urechia, Istoria Romanilor, XII, p. 84f.

196 1. Bianu, “Intaii bursieri romani in strainitate. Scrisori de ale lui Eufrosin Poteca, 1822-1825.”
Revista noud, 1, 11, nov 1888, p. 421-431.

7 Ibid., p. 427.

1% Torga, Histoire de I’enseignement..., p. 79. 15 Romanians attended Padua University in the 17th
century, although this compares poorly with around 2,000 Poles and over 200 Greeks (Pippidi,
“Identitate etnoculturald...”, p. 75; cf. idem, “Early modern readers and libraries in South-Eastern
Europe”, RESEE, XIX, 4, 1981, p. 710: “there were no more than 55 Romanians from the
Principalities educated abroad before the middle of the eighteenth century.”)

1% Bianu, op. cit.

20 st Pop, op. cit., p. 393.
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intellectual, later to make a profound mark on Romanian literature, Ion Heliade
Rédulescu; and was formally reopened in 1825 following the return of the
students sent abroad. It was now called the “National School” for the first time.
One of the newly-appointed professors, Simion Marcovici, declared his intentions
“to share with my beloved brothers and patriots, what I learned according to the
methods and rules used in enlightened Europe.”®' A school of similar standing
was established in Craiova in 1826; while in Moldavia, the school in Iasi was also
re-established in February 1828, on Asachi’s return from Vienna. Yet again, the
arrival of the Russian army caused severe disruption: again the St. Sava school
turned from a spiritual haven to a military station. In Iasi, Asachi’s school closed
due to an outbreak of the plague in 1829; the seminary at Socola was occupied by

Russian soldiers; a few months later, it burnt down. **

g, Marcovici, “Cuvéntul la deschiderea Scoalei Nationale”, 15 sep 1827, in Isar, Scoala
nationald..., p. 147. Marcovici had been one of the students sent to Pisa and Paris in 1820. He
changed his name from Marcu to Marcovici some time in the 1820s, a fact which provides another
indication of the generally Russophile direction of the progressive intellectuals at this time. (Al.
Marcu, “Un student romén la Pisa si Paris citre 1820: Simion Marcovici.” RI, XV, 1-3, 1929, p.
17-50)

22 Jorga, Histoire de I’enseignement..., p. 171 n. 3.
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¢) Printing

Before 1830, presses in Wallachia and Moldavia were almost exclusively
run by monks or other clergy, with the occasional secular specialist brought in
from Central Europe, Russia or Greece but still under ecclesiastical supervision.
The rights of the church to a rrionopoly on printing had been reiterated several
times. However, the right of the temporal powers to police the church’s activity
had lately also been asserted: in 1784, Prince Michael Soutzos of Wallachia issued
an order forbidding the church to publish works without his prior approval.*®

Religious works dominated pre-modern Romanian printing. Until the
1770s, well over 80 percent of book production consisted in religious works:
prayer books, books of hours, psalters, liturgies, and the occasional hagiography or
edition of the gospels. It is only after 1820 that this figure reduces below 50
percent. A foreign observer naturally associated the publishing activities of the
Orthodox Church with pedantry and obfuscation: the printing of liturgies was
merely a way of extracting money from the clergy, as a high price could be
demanded for such symbolic objects.?* Modern scholars have arrived at a more
refined but broadly similar conclusion, namely that the princes and ecclesiastical
authorities continued to promote traditional theocratic profiles in their public
activities, while secularizing tendencies existed below the surface and in the

private sphere.**

The divide between religious and secular is not always easy to draw. An
ostensibly religious figure like Chesarie of Ramnic allowed himself space for
musings on the philosophy of history, as well as the Word of God: his prefaces to
the menaia published at Rdmnic included excerpts and adaptations from the

Encyclopédie. ™ The circulation of secular ideas thus often took place under the

2% Marius Oprea, Plimbare pe ulifa tipografiei. Bucuresti, 1996, p. 169-180; M. Tomescu, Istoria
cartii romdnegti. Bucuresti, 1968, p. 95-97.

204 Raicevich, op. cit., p. 244-245, who also notes the sale of printed indulgences by the Patriarch
of Jerusalem on the occasion of his visit to the Principalities (237-239). One from 1784 has been
preserved: BRV, I, p. 286.

205 See Daniel Barbu, “Loisir et pouvoir. Le temps de la lecture dans les pays roumains au XVIII®
siécle.” RESEE, XXVIII, 1-2, 1990, p. 17-27.

206 Al. Dutu, Coordonatele culturii romdne in secolul al XVIlI-lea (1700-1821). Bucuresti, 1968,
p- 147-150.
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respectable cover of divine service books. Likewise, the equation between secular
books and innovative ideas is often hazardous: many secular works might be more
pedantic and obscurantist in character than the religious ones.””” Moreover, it was
rare to find secular works that drew no inspiration from religion at all. Iendchita
Vicidrescu’s Observations on the Rules of Romanian Grammar and History of the
Ottoman Empire, composed in the 1780s and 1790s, are ostensibly works of the
Enlightenment, but the author described himself firstly as “dicheofilax [Just
Protector] of the Great Eastern Church”, and only secondarily as “Grand Spathar
of Wallachia”.?*®

Romanian book production as a whole increased slowly and consistently
throughout the eighteenth century. Book output was much greater than among the
neighbouring Serbs and Bulgarians, who had no printing presses on their
territories prior to the nineteenth century.”” In Southeastern Europe only the
Greeks, whose output for the eighteenth century ran to 1,521 books, exceeded

them in this respect.*'’

Compared to Western Europe, however, the gap is again
staggering. More books were published in one year in France in 1584, than
appeared in Romanian in the entire eighteenth century.?'! In the first decade of the
nineteenth century, Romanians produced about twenty books a year, as against

nearly 3,000 annually in French, and around 6,000 in English.?"?

There had been few religious works printed in Romanian in Transylvania
since the transfer in 1700 of the Orthodox metropolitanate to the Uniate, or Greek-

Catholic church, which retained Eastern rites of worship but recognized the Pope

%7 See the discussion in Peter Mackridge, “The Greek intelligentsia 1780-1830: A Balkan
Perspective.” In Richard Clogg ed. Balkan Society in the Age of Greek Independence. London,
1981, p. 63-84.

208 A point made by N. lorga, Histoire des Roumains, VIII, p. 21.
2% The first printing press on Serbian lands in 1832: see Stevan Pavlowitch, “Society in Serbia
1791-1830”, in, Clogg, ed. Balkan Society..., p. 138. The first Bulgarian printed book, the

Nedelnic, was published by Bishop Sofronie of Vratsa at Rdmnic, Wallachia in 1806. BRYV, 11, p.
490-492.

2191701-25: 107 books; 1726-50: 210; 1751-1775: 455; 1776-1800: 749. Catherine Koumarianou,
“The Contribution of the Intelligentsia towards the Greek Independence Movement” in Richard
Clogg ed. The Struggle for Greek Independence. London - Basingstoke, 1973, p. 70.

"' Emanuel le Roy Ladurie, L ‘historien, le chiffve et le texte. Paris, 1997, p. 39.

212 Ibid. (for France); Simon Eliot, “Patterns and Trends and the Nineteenth-Century Short Title
Catalogue - Some Initial Observations.” Publishing History, XLII, October 1997, p. 87 (for
Britain).
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as its spiritual leader.?”” But in 1747 the old Orthodox press was moved from Alba
Iulia to Blaj, the seat of the Uniate church in Transylvania, and a number of
liturgical books were published in Romanian.?** The following year Maria Theresa
forbade the import of Orthodox books into the Empire.?”” In an attempt to win over
the Orthodox population, the Uniates resorted at times to false indications of place
of publication with a view to export across the Carpathians (books printed in Blaj,
the centre of the Uniate Church in Transylvania, claimed to come from Orthodox

Ramnic in Wallachia).?*¢

They made little progress on the religious front - in 1762
the Habsburgs were forced to reappoint an Orthodox Metropolitan in Transylvania
- but the Blaj publications undoubtedly circulated in the Principalities, while
Austrian border guards were already on the lookout for “heretical” works coming
the other way. Orthodox writers in the Principalites reacted strongly, like Meletie,
bishop of Roman who in his Announcement about books published in
Transylvania, warned readers against “the wicked reckonings of the

Westerners”.2"”

After 1770, a much stronger secular tradition of printing pedagogical and
economic works developed in the Habsburg Empire, as part of the general drive
by the Habsburg Emperor Joseph I (1765-1790) to cultivate the population, and
instil practical economy and literacy in his subjects. Unprecedented types of text -
guides to potato cultivation, secular handbooks of morals, grammars and
mathematical textbooks - were published here in unprecedented print-runs: over
4,000 copies in some cases.?"® The effects of this operation extended far beyond
the intentions of its instigators. It lies beyond the scope of this thesis to discuss the

impact of Josephinist cultural policy on the Romanians of Transylvania: but the

B3 Keith Hitchins, 4 Nation Discovered. Romanian intellectuals and the idea of nation in
Transylvania, 1700-1848. Bucharest, 1999, p. 11-41.

24 Zenobie Piclisanu, “Tipografia din Blaj”, Boabe de grdu, V, 2, 1934, p. 105-108.

215 Monica-Maria Anton & Xenia Poptelecan, “Contributii la circulatia tipariturilor vechi blijene.”
Valori bibliofile din patrimoniul cultural national. Rimnicu Vilcea, 1980, I, p. 197-202. The order
was reinforced in 1768.

21 E g. Apostol. Ramnic, 1784 in BRV, IV, p. 96-97.

27 [nstiintare despre carti tipdrite in Ardeal, Tasi 1805, ibid., p. 122-123.
218 Comelia Bodea, “Préoccupations économiques et culturelles dans les textes transylvains des
années 1786-1830”, in Romul Munteanu, ed. La culture roumaine a 1’époque des Lumiéres, 1.
Bucarest, 1982, p. 227-261; Nicolae Edroiu, “Economic literature of the 1780-1820 period and

Romanian society”, in P. Teodor, ed. Enlightenment and Romanian Society, p. 40-54.
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Habsburg lands henceforth proved to be a powerful centre of diffusion for all

Romanians, and also Greeks.?"’

However, particularly after 1789, when the French revolution broke out
and the Transylvanian Romanians stepped up their claims to be considered as a
separate ‘nation’ in Transylvania - presenting their famous Supplex Libellus
Valachorum to the emperor in 1791 - the Habsburg government concentrated on
disseminating a reactionary, anti-French ideology. A request for a Romanian
newspaper was turned down in 1790, on the grounds that it might spread “the

spirit of French insubordination.”?*

Nevertheless, the existence of the presses in the Empire was of
considerable use to the intellectuals of the Principalities, who frequently went to
Transylvania, Hungary or Austria to publish their works. The first published
translations into Romanian of Voltaire (Orestes, 1820) and Heiniccius (Logique,
1829) were done respectively by a Moldavian boyar (Alexandru Beldiman) and a
Wallachian monk (Eufrosin Poteca); but both were printed at Buda.?®' The fact
that Romanian as well as Greek intellectuals from the Principalities were actively
contributing to the output of the Habsburg presses is important as it mitigates the
impression that the Habsburg effort to enlighten the Romanians was exclusively a

one-way process.’?

The influence of Austrian cultural policy became evident quite quickly in
the Principalities. In 1776, Prince Alexandru Ypsilanti hired two Greek master
craftsmen to develop the Metropolitan press at Bucharest, and declared a ban on
the import of books from abroad.” In 1796, during his second reign in Wallachia,

Ypsilanti sponsored the publication of the first work of agricultural instruction to

29 D, Russo, Studii istorice greco-romdne. Bucuresti, 1939, II, 353-358; Kitromilides, The
Enlightenment as Social Criticism, p. 95ff.

220 1. Lupas, “Cea mai veche revista literard.” Anuarul institutului de istorie nationald, I, Cluj
1922, p. 120-137.

2! See the bibliography drawn up by Simuel Domokos in Péter Kirdly, ed. Typographia
Universitatis Hungaricae Budae (1777-1830). Budapest, 1983, p. 488-490.

222 As for instance is argued by Mathias Bernath, Habsburg und die Anfinge der rumdnischen
Nations-bildung. Leiden, 1972.

2 Mihai M. Fanescu, “Din istoria comertului cu cartea in Moldova §i Tara Romaneasci intre anii
1775 si 1821.” Studia bibliologica, 111, 1, 1969, p. 170.
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appear there. The first published Romanian version of the legend of Alexander the
Great (Sibiu, 1794) was reedited in lasi two years later. Geographical and

arithmetical texts now began to appear in Romanian east of the Carpathians.”

In the period 1776-1830 only just over half (§3%) of Romanian-language
books were printed in the Habsburg Empire. In fact, with the exception of the
period 1801-1815, when the “Transylvanian school” of Romanian scholars was at
the height of its publishing activity, the majority of Romanian books were
published in the “Orthodox space” of Wallachia and Moldavia. However, the
publication of secular works was proceeding faster in the Habsburg lands, and had

begun earlier (see Figure 1.4).

It would be a mistake to underestimate the importance for the development
of print culture of the repeated Russian military occupations of the Principalities.
Russian involvement has often been seen as negative by historians, and has been
given considerably less attention than that of Austria.”* Nevertheless we can also
see an ideology of print-civilization being promoted during the successive
occupations. In 1771, the Russian army brought a number of books with them for
distribution, while Romanian monks travelled to Moscow and St. Petersburg to
obtain more. The first translations of Voltaire into Romanian constituted pro-
Russian journalism distributed in 1772 at the order of Catherine the Great;*® the
following year the Empress’s famous Nakaz, or “Regulation”, was translated into
Romanian and published at Iasi.”” In the 1780s, a Russophile printer Mikhail

Strylbit’skii, set up a press in lasi which published a number of unprecedented

24 Amfilohie Hotinul, De obste gheogrdfie, lasi, 1795; Elementi de arithmetica, lasi, 1795.
Similiar such texts of a slightly earlier date have survived in manuscript form: for a detailed
analysis, see N. A. Ursu, Formarea terminologiei stiintifice rominegti. Bucuresti, 1962.

5 E.g. by N. lorga, Idées et formes francaises dans le sud-est de I’Europe. Paris, 1924, p. 24-26;
John Campbell, “The Influence of Western Political Thought in the Rumanian Principalities, 1821-
1848.” Journal of Central European Affairs, IV, 3, 1944, p. 269-270; D. Djordjevic & S. Fischer-
Galati, The Balkan Revolutionary Tradition. New York, 1981, p. 57-64; G. Castellan, “La
Révolution frangaise et son impact en Europe du Sud-Est.” Etudes balkaniques, 1/1990, p. 16-22.
Among much propagandistic scholarship on Russian influence from the 1948-1964 period, the
most scholarly and useful survey is G. Bezviconi, Contributii la istoria relatiilor romino-ruse.
Bucuresti, 1962.

226 Violeta Barbu, “Cele mai vechi traduceri din Voltaire in limbd romana.” LR, XXXVI, 6, 1987,
p. 525-532, & XXXVII, 1, 1988, p. 39-54, refines the conclusions of A. Camariano, Spiritul
revolutionar francez §i Voltaire in limba greacd si romdnd. Bucuresti, 1946, p. 131-144.

27 A. Camariano-Cioran, “Traducerile in limba greaci si roména a ,Nacazului” (Invatatura)
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types of work, such as A curious account of physiognomy and Romanian-Russian
dialogues. He used a typeface close to Russian civil orthography, and probably
operated as an agent for Catherine the Great. Some time in the 1790s he published
the first book of poetry in Romanian, the Wallachian boyar Ioan Cantacuzino’s
Poezii noo (“new poems”), including adaptations from Pope’s Essay on Man and
Young’s Night Thoughts.*® The first secular press to be run in the Principalities
was thus a product of Russian influence.”” So too was the first newspaper: what
the Austrians refused in 1789 in Transylvania was realised in Moldavia in 1790,
as Prince Grigorii Potemkin brought a press almost at the head of the Russian
military effort: if promises of a new edition of Tacitus’s Germanica were not
forthcoming, then a French paper, the Courier de Moldavie, came out in several
issues, mainly dedicated to eulogies of the Russian empress.”° Meanwhile Greek
scholars operating in the principalities dedicated their publications to Russian

emperors or generals.”'

There is little evidence of these works circulating widely, and it is possible
that the inhabitants of Iasi were more excited by the English beer brought by
Potemkin’s army than the arrival of French newspapers.”*? But Russia’s imperial
prestige and the imposition of a model which was at once revolutionary in its call

to arms, and psychologically amenable because the Russians were ‘of a faith’ with

Ecaterinei a II-a.” Studii, IX, 2, 1958, p. 123-132.

222 Only one copy of Cantacuzino’s work has survived: this was rediscovered in the 20th century, is
in private hands, and has never been fully republished. G. Ivdnescu & N. A. Ursu, “Un scriitor
muntean de la sfirgitul secolului al XVIlI-lea.” SCS - filologie, X, 1-2, 1959, p. 135-140; Al
Alexianu, “Din cirtile vechii Mitropolii din Bucuresti.” Glasul bisericii, XX VI, 5-6, 1967, p. 609-
639.

29 T. Mihailescu, “Aportul lui Mihail Strilbitki in orientarea laici a tiparului din Moldova la

sfirgitul sec. al XVIII-lea.” Prima sesiune stiinfificd de bibliologie si documentare. Bucuresti,
1957, p. 152-157.

20 Ciuchindel, C. ed. “Despre inceputurile presei roménesti: Courrier de Moldavie.” LL, 11, 1956,
p. 349-366, reproduces the surviving issues. On promises of Tacitus see Urechia, Istoria
romdnilor, 11, p. 166-167.

3! Dimitrios [Daniil] Philippidis and Grigorios Kostandas’ Geography of 1791 was dedicated to
Potemkin, while Philippidis’ Istoria tis Roumounias of 1816 to Tsar Alexander I (Bezviconi, op.
cit., p. 174); while in 1810 the director of the Academy at lasi, Govdelas, sent some of his

textbooks to the Tsar as a token of his “attachment and hereditary inclination for Russia” (Radu
Rosetti, “Arhiva senatorilor din Chiginu, II1.” AARMSI, s. I1, t. XXXII, 1909-1910, p. 172-173).

B2 For the English beer, see lorga, Istoria romdnilor prin cdldtori, 111, p. 112.
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both Greeks and Romanians, proved extremely attractive.?*

Numerous Romanian publications began to appear in Russia itself after the
annexation of Bessarabia - with its substantial Romanian population - in 1812.
These were largely administrative and religious in nature, but included such
important works as a complete Bible - the first Orthodox one in Romanian since
1688 - produced by the British and Foreign Bible Society in St. Petersburg in
1814; and the new ‘constitution’ [4sezdmdnt in Romanian, ‘Ustav in Russian] of
Bessarabia at Chigindu in 1818. Besides a substantial number of feuilles volantes,

a total of 38 Romanian books appeared on Russian soil in the period to 1830.%*

Of course, these Romanian books were not the only thing read by the
literate inhabitants of the Principalities. Greek being the language of the elite, it is
not suprising that a large proportion of subscriptions for Greek books came from
Bucharest and Iasi, which rivalled Constantinople and Vienna as consumers of the
new (and increasingly secular) literature in this language, and even outstripped the
demand from the areas later to form part of the Greek state.”* French literary and
scientific publications circulated initially among small élite groups, both of boyars
and churchmen, including from the 1770s the first masonic lodges on Romanian
territory.?® This resulted in widespread translation and copying of imaginative
literature in manuscript form, at a time when publication would have been a risky
political act. Authors claimed to be translating such works “simply to pass the
time”, or “for the useful delectation of numerous readers” which was a kind of

political disingenuousness as much as a declaration of attachment to a theory of

23 John Nicolopoulos, “From Agathangelos to the Megale Idea: Russia and the Emergence of
Modemn Greek Nationalism.” BS, XXVI, 1985, p. 43.

24 paul Mihail & Zamfira Mihail, Acte in limba romdnd tipdrite in Basarabia, I (1812-1830).
Bucuresti, 1993, lists numerous documents not included in BRV.

55 For Greek publishing and patronage in the Principalities, see L. Demény and C. Papacostea-
Danielopolu, Carte si tipar in societatea romdneascd. Bucuresti, 1985, p. 241-250.

5% More critical work is needed on the origins of Romanian freemasonry. For now see Dan
Berindei, “Préludes de la révolution roumaine de 1848. Les sociétés secrétes.” RRH, XVIII, 3,
1978, p. 427-445; Dan Cemovodeanu “Le role de la franc-magonnerie roumaine au XIX°® siécle.”
in RER, XVII-XVIII, 1993, p. 155-158. Early lodges had their origin in the activity of Russian
soldiers during the war of 1768-1774, although there are no Romanian names in the membership
list of the lasi lodge published by Anthony Cross, “British Freemasons in Russia during the
Eighteenth Century.” Ars Quattuor Coronatorum, LXXXIV, 1971, p. 253-254.
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the leisure class.?’ Even translations of modern French fiction were presented with
an eye to preserving the reverence accorded to writing as the sole legitimate
source of knowledge. The following admonitory verses, inscribed on a manuscript

version of Voiture’s Histoire d’Alcidale et Zélide in 1783, are eloquent testimony:

Of all the things in the world that exist,

Be it not for me to speak, but Scripture’s to attest.”®

On the other hand, ownership of books was gradually changing from being a
guarantee of religious authority to a symbol of luxury and wealth: boyars ordered
the latest Parisian editions and had furniture designed to accommodate them.”* By
the 1810s, we have some evidence of merchants in lasi selling not only tobacco

and coffee but French books, at the express demand of local boyars.**

But away from the few centres of cultural production, and the boyars’
houses, consumption of reading material remained unsystematized. There was a
degree of contact between the élite and the peasantry; it may be true that some
boyars were still enjoying peasant spectacles; that their own culture was to some
extent still oral. But this is no reason to propose a “unified” cultural space, or the
dissemination of words and ideas at a uniform rate throughout society. Whatever
books or manuscripts circulated, did so in a random and accidental fashion. If
there was a “common culture”, or even what Stanley Fish calls an “interpretive
community”*' at the lower levels of society, it had to deal with a thoroughly
jumbled and indistinct variety of texts, of distant origin and written for differing

audiences. Transylvanian scribes in around 1800 might copy into the same

27 Al Dutu, “Les livres de delectation dans la culture roumaine.” RESEE, XI, 2, 1973, p. 307-325.

38 «Tot cel ce traiesti in lumi,/ Eu nu zic, Scriptura spune.” Istoriia lui Altidalis si a Zelidei (ms.
343) apud Mihai Moraru & Citilina Velculescu, Bibliografia analiticd a cdrtilor populare laice,
I-i. Bucuresti, 1976, p. 117.

29 N. Iorga, “O gospodirie moldoveneasci din 1777.” AA4RMSI, s. 111, t. VIII, 1927-1928, p. 113,
shows the boyar freemason Canta ordering a bookcase to house his Chiclopediile
[=Encyclopédies]; Comelia Papacostea, “O bibliotecd din Moldova la inceputul secolului al XIX-
lea. Biblioteca de la Stinca.” SCB, V, 1963, p. 215-220 describes the library of Iordache Rosetti-
Roznovanu (published in full in SCB, XIII, 1974, p. 155-170). In 1803 the Moldavian boyar
Grigore Sturdza bought some glass panes to furnish his bookcase; the following year he spent a
much larger sum on books, globes and maps ordered from Paris (Virginia Isac, “Biblioteci
personale in Moldova in secolul al XIX-lea.” R4, n.s., XII, 1, 1969, p. 49-50). Meanwhile, in
Wallachia in 1790, the boyar Stirbei ordered Cyr’s Voyages and Richardson’s Pamela from a Sibiu
merchant. (Iorga, “Contributii la istoria inv&tdmantului...”, p. 56.).

0 N. Jorga, “Un mare negustor iesean si clientii sii.” RI, XXVIII, 1-12, 1942, p. 49-54.
4! Stanley Fish, Is There a Text in this Class? Cambridge, MA — London, 1980, p. 164-173.
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manuscript works as diverse as the life of a hermit of Mount Athos; a history
extracted from the annals of the papal apologist Baronius; and a popular Greek
picaresque tale.*** One hardly imagines that these works were chosen from a wide

selection: they constituted a compendium of writings to hand.

Reverence accorded to books cannot by any means always be interpreted
as an indication of a general desire for universal education and enlightenment. The
idea of the book still frequently carried sacred or magical connotations, both at the
level of the exercise of political power, and in everyday village life. Princes might
choose to mark the beginning of their reign by the publication of a work of
religious instruction or homilies, as a representation of their mercy [mild] towards
their subjects, equivalent to the founding of a church; a tradition which continued
to have a similar function even when the content of such works became
secularized.*® Meanwhile, on the popular level, the solomonari or weather-
magicians would evoke the book to give credibility to their craft: it was believed

that

they learn from books that other people can’t understand and cannot read: they learn how to
ride dragons, how to summon them, how to keep the weather ... When they finished
learning everything from all the books in the world, they would go to a far away country in
the East, where they lived in a cave and sat at a stone table and write down all the world’s
knowledge in a book.***

Of course the power of such magic depends on limited knowledge of lettering,
which thereby retains a mysterious and powerful character. The use of books to
give credibility to a wide range of ritual activities, from the application of folk
remedies to ensure favourable weather conditions, survived well into the twentieth

245

century®* and is not to be ignored when considering the reception of ideas about

the effects of literature on social change. From this point of view, the most

22 E D. Tappe, “A Rumanian Manuscript Miscellany in the John Rylands Library”, Bulletin of the
John Rylands Library, XLIL, 2, 1960, p. 481-492. Cf. Andrei Pippidi, in RESEE, XI, 3, 1973, p.
575-580.

283 Radu Paun, “«Legitimatio principis» ou le savoir du pouvoir. Les modeles politiques de Nicolas
Mavrocordato” in Laurentiu Vlad, ed. Pouvoirs et mentalités, p. 89-110; Popescu-Mihut,
“Ideologie politica...”, p. 76-77.

44 Cited by Oisteanu, Cosmos vs. Chaos. p. 186. Oisteanu argues that the use of a book in such
magic rituals was relatively new; in old Romanian, “carte” could refer to a single document, or
even an inscribed ring or talisman.

25 e.g. Henri H. Stahl, Aminitri gi ginduri. Bucuresti, 1981, p. 29-30.
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modern ideas could themselves have magical qualities attributed to them.**¢

- The importance of both Greek and Russian political and cultural currents
in the Principalities can be gauged by the history of the first cultural association to
be established there. This was the “Greco-Dacian society”, also known as the
Philologike Etairia, which was founded in Bucharest in 1810 during the Russian
military occupation, and was patronized by the Greek patriot and Russian foreign-
ministry official Ioannis Kapodistrias.®’ They met in the main hall of the
Bucharest Academy, which was decorated with murals portraying Pindar,
Aristotle and learned modern Greeks alongside Tsar Alexander I and his late
mother, Catherine the Great. The significance of this society, and of the
Philomousos Etairia founded at Vienna in 1814, has been much discussed. Both
were patronized by Alexander I; the former society seems almost certainly to have
aimed at legitimating Russian rule in the Principalities, to the extent that historical
evidence was collected to attempt to prove an early Slavic presence in the
Principalities, such as in the origin of the name of the town Rusciuk [Ruse], south

of the Danube from Wallachia.*®

A contemporary observer described how the Apostles of the Philike
Hetairia [“Friendly society”], the Greek revolutionary organization founded in
Odessa in 1814 and with a wide membership in Moldavia and Wallachia,
exploited the idea of culture. They “cloaked the real purpose of their frequent
journeys, by pretending to be engaged in works of charity, and in seeking
subscriptions for founding and maintaining places of education”; They thus
allowed a melodramatic significance to be attached to the patronage of the

Philomouson Etairia by the Tsar or his minister Kapodistrias.** Kapodistrias

246 Cf. Dipesh Chakrabarty, “Postcoloniality and the Artifice of History: who speaks for ‘Indian’
pasts?” Representations, 37, Winter 1992, p. 18: “Indians arrogated subjecthood to themselves
precisely by mobilizing, within the context of modern institutions and sometimes on behalf of the
modemizing project of nationalism, devices of collective memory that were both antihistorical and
antimodern”.

7 Nestor Camariano, “De l'activité de la «société littéraire greco-dacique» de Bucarest (1810-
1812).” RESEE, V1, 1, 1968, p. 39-54.

8 Ibid., p. 50.

% Thomas Gordon, History of the Greek Revolution. Edinburgh, 1832, I, p. 44-47. Gordon spent
time in Bucharest as a captain on the staff in the Russian army in 1813 (Dictionary of National
Biography, XX, London, 1890, p. 231) and can therefore be considered a first-hand source.
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afterwards denied any direct revolutionary intent, and modern historians have

20 But the use of the metaphor (“education” = “uprising”) was

supported him.
perhaps unhelpful: it is said that a village bey in the Peloponnese was misled by a
letter from the Patriarch of Constantinople sending him money and encouraging
him to “found schools”, into assuming that the latter was inviting him to revolt.*’
It also renders historiographical debates about “the intellectual origins of
revolution” in the early nineteenth-century Balkans rather circular: perhaps we

need to talk about intellectual activity as a euphemism or alibi for revolution,

rather than a cause of it.?**

But not all intellectuals were faking it: a member of the Philologike
Etairia, Dr. Constantin Caracas, was one of the owners of the first civil press in
Wallachia, established in 1817. Caracas, Radu Clinceanu and Dumitrache
Topliceanu sought permission from the prince loan Caragea, and received it. They
also applied for a licence to print newspapers, which they were refused. (Another
proposal to start up a newspaper, by the Greek courtier Nicolae Mavros in 1819
seems also to have come to nothing.)*® They were, however, permitted to publish
works of “philology”: “filologhicad, in other words writings concerning the love of
learning”.”* Their activity was closely followed by the prince and the divan; their
function can be gauged by bearing in mind that the first work to emerge from it

was the civil code named after the prince, the Cod Caragea, in Greek in 1817 and

in Romanian in 1818.

20 1bid., p. 50; C. M. Woodhouse, “Kapodistrias and the Philike Etairia, 1814-1821.” in Clogg,
ed. The Struggle for Greek Independence, p. 104-134.

%! N. Botzaris, Visions balkaniques dans la préparation de la révolution grecque, 1789-1821.
Genéve, 1962, p. 95.

232 For critiques of “intellectual origins” as a theme in the historiography of the French revolution,
see Roger Chartier, The Cultural Origins of the French Revolution tr. Lydia Cochrane. Berkeley,
CA, 1991; Daniel Roche & Vincenzo Ferrone, “L’historiographie des Lumiéres” in eidem, eds. Le
monde des Lumiéres. Paris, 1999, p. 497-522. Arguments in Greek historiography have been about
“preparedness”, social, political and intellectual: see e.g. the essays by Frangos and Koumarianou

in Clogg, ed. The Struggle....

23 as reported by von Militz, the secretary of the Prussian ambassador in Constantinople, in

Hurmuzaki, Documente, X, p. 85.

%% Urechia, “Domnia lui Joan Caragea, 1812-1818”, ed. cit., p. 89-92, reproduces Prince Caragea’s

charter in full. Caracag (1772-1828), a medic of Aromanian origin, had been a member of the
“Greco-Dacian Society” in 1810-1812 (N. Camariano, op. cit.,, p. 40); he wrote an interesting
Topography of Wallachia, published posthumously in Greek in Bucharest in 1830.
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Meanwhile, a similar operation had been established in Moldavia in 1812:
this time the press was exclusively Greek, but it performed similar functions,
printing the civil code of the Prince Scarlat Calimah, in Greek only (a Romanian
translation appeared later, in 1833). Aside from these important official works, the
presses were not particularly active, and it seems clear from the divergence in
languages that the considerations surrounding their establishment owed more to
the personal interests of the printers and their patrons than to an analysis of what
would be best for the social welfare of the Principalities themselves. They were
both part of an international network of patronage - the Moldavian press had
subscribers as far afield as Vienna, Smyrna and Odessa - and a token symbol of
modernity serving to bolster the image of the individual princes, as can be seen by
Prince Caragea of Wallachia’s ceremonious donation of a copy of his law code to
the University of Oxford. The Iasi press printed about ten or twenty books in nine
years. Both presses were active in the publication of revolutionary proclamations
during the invasion of the principalities in 1821 by the Greek commander
Alexander Ypsilanti (son and grandson of Princes of Moldavia and Wallachia);

like that revolt, it counted numerous Romanian boyars among its sponsors.>”

5 Nestor Camariano, “Nouvelles informations sur la creation et l'activité de la typographie
grecque de Jassy (1812-1821).” BS, VII, 1, 1966, p. 61-76; Andrei Radulescu, “Izvoarele Codului
Calimah”, ed. cit., p. 65. Elena Siupiur, “Quelques documents militaires relatifs a la fondation de la
Typographie grecque de Jassy (1812).” RESEE, IV, 3, 1977, p. 509-514, shows the anxious
political surveillance of the Austrian authorities.
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Literature, nation

In this long and extremely haphazard process, whereby the increasing
weakness of the Ottomans and the irregular but dramatic incursions of the
neighbouring powers stimulated expectations of political change at the confines of
Europe, we can see how “culture”, in both an intellectual and a material sense,
gained an almost totemic value for both Greeks and Romanians. It has been my
argument that these symbolic representations at élite level were more important
than the development of a large-scale public sphere, which did not actually
emerge. After 1821 the growth of Romanian institutions became largely separated
from Greek national developments, but in exchange the influence and interference
of Russia would become paramount, particularly after the Treaty of Adrianople in
1829 which led to the elaboration of the all-important Organic Regulations, and
provided for the establishment of new, officialised forms in culture, education,
and publishing. But it was before 1829 that the first conceptualisations of
‘literature’ and ‘nation’ appeared in Romanian, and I will end this chapter by
tracing the origins of these terms, against the internal and international

background already described.

The words literaturd and natiune are neologisms in Romanian. Their
appearance in this period is merely a part of the massive process of linguistic
“cultivation” and lexical enrichment which was yet another corollary of
modernization in South-Eastern Europe, and no less symbolically important than
the other changes in cultural practices being undertaken in the period. The
development of an ideology of language as the basis of nationhood was a
universal process throughout Europe, and the Romanians were inevitably

influenced by it.***

The historiography has often tended to schematize the creation of a
Romanian literary language largely as originating with the efforts of the
Transylvanian school in the late eighteenth century, and continuing in the

Principalities only after 1821. But it is also true that lexical borrowings - the

"¢ On the ideological aspects of Romanians’ awareness of the need to “cultivate” their language,
Adrian Marino, “Les lumiéres roumains et 1’«illustration» de la langue.” In Romul Munteanu, ed.
La culture roumaine a I'époque des Lumiéres, 1, p. 307-361.
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simplest but also the most visible phase in the creation of a literary language -
from Western languages began some considerable time before. The Transylv_anian
grammarian Radu Tempea complained in 1797 of writers who used Slavic words
when Latin equivalents existed in Romanian; but then so had the Moldavian Matei
Millo in a manual of arithmetic compiled two years earlier.””” The best existing
studies on Romanian lexical development have unfortunately somewhat neglected
the period from 1800-1821, so it is difficult to be certain as to the exact dating of

the appearance of the terms in question.”®

Like most languages, Romanian has always had a rich stock of words for
human collectivities: the German scholar Arthur M. Beyner listed over twenty
different terms in texts before 1700 alone.”” The closest term to “nation” was
undoubtedly neam, a word of Hungarian origin originally meaning kind or genus,
with many of the same connotations as nation in Western Europe. Like nation,
neam could refer to groups of anything, not just people;*® but in the human
context, also like nation, it had connotations of a consanguineous group, and
occasionally, of non-Christian groups.”' This was the term most used by the

e.rliest Romanian writers to reflect on Romanian history language, and origins,

»7 D. Popovici, La littérature roumaine & I’époque des lumiéres. Sibiu, 1945, p. 265 (for
Tempea); Ursu, Formarea terminologiei stiintifice rominesti, p. 98 (for Millo).

28 For the period to 1800, Al. Rosetti, B. Cazacu, L. Onu, Istoria limbii romdne literare. Vol. I. De
la origini pina la inceputul secolului al XIX-lea. 2" edn. Bucuresti, 1971; Ion Ghetie, ed. Istoria
limbii romdne literare. Epoca veche (1532-1780). Bucuresti, 1997; a major repertoire of
borrowings from Romance languages to 1760 is Gheorghe Chivu, Emanuela Buzi, Alexandra
Roman Moraru, Dictionarul imprumuturilor latino-romanice in limba romdnd veche (1421-1760).
Bucuresti, 1992; Mirela Teodorescu, “Neologismele si primele relatii de célitorie roméanesti.” LR,
XIII, 6, 1964, p. 587-603, studies the few Romanian travel accounts before 1800; Manuela
Saramandu, Terminologia juridic-administrativid romdneascd in perioada 1780-1850. Bucuresti,
1986, examines specialist legal terminology. For the period after 1821, Contributii la istoria limbii
romine literare in secolul al XIX-lea. 3 vols. Bucuresti, 1958; Elizabeth Close, The Development
of Modern Rumanian. Oxford, 1974, (studies a selection of major literary texts); Klaus Bochmann,
Der Politisch-soziale Wortschatz des Rumdnischen von 1821 bis 1850. Berlin, 1979 (concentrates
on sociopolitical vocabulary). See the excellent overview by Sorin Antohi, /maginaire culturel et
réalité politique dans la Roumanie moderne. Paris, 1999, p. 135-175.

% Arthur M. Beyner, Bezeichnungen fiir “Volk” in der rumdnischen Literatursprache (16-19 Jh).
Leipzig, 1966, p. 1651f.

. for the use of nation to refer to groups of women, birds or animals see the examples cited by
Guido Zernatto, “Nation: the History of a Word.” Review of Politics, VI, 1944, p. 351-366; for
similar usages of neam see Alexandru Niculescu, “Neam. Consideratii filologice §i nu numai.” RL,
XXX, 45, 12-18 nov 1997, p. 3. Examples in DLR, VII-i, 165, of neam used to refer to kinds of
tree, dog, bird, bread, hammer, cheese, parts of speech, etc. “neamul femeiesc” = the female sex.

! For nation referring to foreign or heathen colonies, see Zernatto, op. cit.; for neam as referring
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such as Miron Costin and Dimitrie Cantemir.** It might translate as race, family,
estate or generation. It grew to have specifically nobiliary connotations, and the
term neam boieresc was often used to refer to noble estates. But also, from the
mid eighteenth-century, it designated descendants of great boyars who were no
longer in state service.’® When the Moldavian boyars wrote to the Russian general
Rumiantsev in 1773 singing the praises of the Empress, they spoke of the benefits
to the patrie, to the neamul crestinesc [Christian community] and the reamul
ominesc [human race]. There is no need to translate either patrie or neam as
“nation” in this context.”® The next most widely used term was norod (or ndrod),
which like natio derives from a word meaning “birth” (Old Slavonic rod), but
which had specific connotations of the lower people, although usually

Christians.?®

In Transylvania, the Latin natio figured significantly in the political
constitution. It was particularly used in the designation of the three nationes
receptae, “the constituted nations”. These were the Magyars, the Saxons, and the
Szeklers (a people related to the Magyars and inhabiting the eastern part of the
Principality) who, according to the “Approved Constitutions” of 1655, had rights
to representation in the noble Diet of the Principality. There were likewise four
religiones receptae, namely Roman Catholic, Calvinist, Lutheran and Unitarian.
The Romanians were a mere natio admissa, and their principal religion, the
Orthodox, was a religio tolerata. The main political struggle of the Romanians in
the eighteenth century was for a fourth natio recepta be created to represent
them.? This never happened, although it should be noted that it was the status of

natio recepta that was refused the Romanians, not the status of natio;*’ and that

to non-Christians, Beyner, op. cit., p. 189-190.

%62 Cantemir used the word neam 300 times in his writings, and norod (the next most frequent word
for ‘people’) 80 times. Lemny, Originea §i cristalizarea ideii de patrie..., p. 69.

%83 Giurescu, Contribugiuni, p. 219ff.
24 Uricariul, V1, p. 416.
%65 Beyner, op. cit.

%6 For all these matters, David Prodan, Supplex Libellus Valachorum. Bucuresti, 1971; Keith
Hitchins, A Nation Discovered, ed. cit., p. 11-23, 47-59.

27 The Wallachians appear described as a natio in documents ranging from the Constitutiones
Approbatae (1655: Part I heading 9 article 1: “quamvis Natio Valachica in Regno propter Bonum
publicum admissa sit, cum tamen ipsa vilem suum statum non considerando”, etc) to the Ratio
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numerous Romanians held noble status within the other nationes. It is thus in a
Transylvanian context that the first usages of the term can be found in Romanian,
though it might be in a corporate sense rather than an ethnic one: “tﬁe Emperor
permitted the Orthodox nation to form a regiment” (1742); or “the Saxon nation of
Transylvania” (1750).>® In the 1770s, the phrase Nationul romdnesc was
frequently used in responses given to Joseph II’s enquiries as to the state of the

Romanians in Transylvania.’®

Debate ranged over questions of what kind of
nation the Romanians were, although the Transylvanian authorities often made
attempts to avoid the term in their dealings with the Romanians, preferring to
draw distinctions between plebes and cives; at the very least they would declare
that “This plebs has become one of the coarsest of all the nationes of Europe.”?”
For their part, the Romanians tried to prove that theirs was a Nation with a

9 271

capacity for “culture”.

In Moldavia and Wallachia, there were no such nationes around which
such a debate could develop. The main word for the “country” was simply tard.
Put at its simplest, this means “land”. However, by metaphorical extension this
also meant the political nation, the forces in the land. Thus fard carried with it a
sense not only of land, region, country; but also to an extent of those who
participated in the state’s business. In such instances, it is often extremely unclear
whether the entire population of the country, or merely a select group empowered
or implicated in decision-making, is to be understood. By the mid-eighteenth-
century one finds reference to all kinds of fard: the country as a whole; the upper
estates; or the mass of people outside any of the privileged estates (noblility,
clergy or urban corporation), sometimes referred to as altd tard, “the other

country”, to distinguish them from the higher élite. And even then, “this

Educationis (1777: “praeter minores alias, septem omnio censeri nationes praecipuas ... Hungaros
proprie dictos, Germanos, Slavos, Croatas, Ruthenos, Illyrios, Valachos.”).

268 Radu Tempea, Istoria sfintei beserici a Scheilor Bragovului c. 1742 (“nationul de rit grecesc™);
document from Schei district of Bragov, 1750 (“toata sas-natia Ardélului.”); both cited in Chivu-
Buza-Moraru, op. cit., s.v.

% pompiliu Teodor, “Romanian Political Enlightenment” in idem., ed. Enlightenment and
Romanian Society, ed. cit., p. 133.

0 Plebs enim haec omnium Europae Nationum rudissima... devenit” (Report of a deputation of
the Transylvanian diet, 24 June 1791, in Prodan, op. cit., p. 69).

! See esp. David Prodan, ed. Incd un Supplex Libellus romdnesc. 1804. Cluj, 1970, p. 41ff.
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opposition is not always expressed in the same rigid terms: Jard could mean both
state and people.”””* In effect, neither the language nor the institutional framework
of government was sufficiently stable for a clear delimitation of the term to
prevail. This was true of other terms such as pdmint (land) or patrie (fatherland),
their derivatives, as we have seen, often referred to native nobles, but could be
used (often demagogically) for the suffering masses.”” In this sense, then, fard
was the key political term which required definition, and fnany of the same
obfuscations arose, as with the term natio: it was something to be a member of,

but also something for which you would perform services or good actions.”™

It was therefore fairly normal for Romanian writers of the Principalites
translating texts from the Latin, French, English, German, Hungarian, Italian or
Russian and coming across the word nation or its equivalents, to use either neam,
norod, or fard, and not necessarily have recourse to a neologism. Individual
studies on literary translations of the period show the French nation frequently
translated by neam or norod, where it was presumed to mean “people”, and by

tard, where it seemed to mean “country” or government.?”

However, it is Ioan Cantacuzino’s translation into Romanian of the
historical novel Numa Pompilius by the French writer Jean-Pierre Claris de
Florian (1755-1794), probably from 1796, that gives us the earliest documented

usage of the term natie in the Principalities.””® The source is probably French (the

27 Valentin Al. Georgescu & P. Strihan, Judecata domneascd in Tara Romdneascd si Moldova,
1611-1831. Pt. I. Organizarea judecdtoreascd. Vol. 2 (1740-1831). Bucuresti, 1981, p. 93; G.

Bratianu, Sfatul domnesc §i adunarea stdrilor in Principatele Romdne. 2™ edn. Bucuresti, 1995.

2 St. Lemny, Originea §i cristalizarea ideii de patrie, cit. supra. On variations in the meaning of

patrida in Greek in the same period, see George D. Frangos, “The Philiki Etairia: A Premature
National Coalition”, in Clogg, ed. The Struggle for Greek Independence, ed. cit., p. 96-100.

" In petitions and programmes composed by the Moldavians and Wallachians in French
(Georgescu, Mémoires 1769-1830), the term “pays” is much more frequent than “nation”.

2 N.N. Condeescu, “Istoria lui Altidalis §i a Zalidei. Unul din primele romane franceze in limba
noastrd.” A4ARMSL, s. 1II, t. V, 1930-1931, p. 132-141; Olga Cosco, “Primele c#rti franceze
traduse in roméneste: Istoria lui Carol al Xll-lea de Voltaire.” CL, 1, 1934, p. 102-117; N. Iorga,
ed.“Le Voyageur frangais” al abatelui Joesph Delaporte in traducere moldoveneascd (1785).
Bucuresti, 1940; A. Camariano, Spiritul revolutionar francez §i Voltaire...; Antonie Plamadeala,
Lazdr-Leon Asachi in cultura romand, p. 103-148; Violeta Barbu, “Cele dintii traduceri din
Voltaire...”; Daniel Barbu, “Doud note...”; Dutu, Coordonatele..., p. 261-275. Ana Goldis
Poalelungi (L influence du frangais sur le roumain (Vocabulaire et syntaxe). Paris, 1973, p. 120-
121) says early translators from the French used nation, but gives no particular instances.

276 1. Cantacuzino, Numa Pompiliu: “craiul natii sale” / “the king of his nation” (Romanian
Academy ms. 1550, cited in DLR). Cantacuzino has been credited by various authors (N. lorga, La
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language of the original), although the formation of the -ie suffix may have been
influenced by the Russian natsiya (mayus).”” Florian’s novel had already been
translated twice into Russian;*”® the translator was living in Russia when he
undertook fh‘e v&ofk, spoke and wrote the language fluently (he later composed his
memoirs in Russian), and frequently used neologismé of Russian origin in his
Romanian writings.?” However, the variety of models in other languages makes it
impossible and indeed pointless to determine a particular linguistic origin for this
formation. What is interesting is how the activity of literary translation,
undertaken by a politically-ambitious Wallachian boyar in exile in the
modernizing cultural environment that was eighteenth-century Russia, provoked

the formation of this term.

Nevertheless, the Romanians of the Princpalities do not seem to have had
frequent recourse to natie in their own language. The classic example used to
show the existence of a new idea of the nation based on popular sovereignty is that
of Tudor Vladimirescu, the Romanian leader of the military revolt in early 1821,
who drew a righteous distinction between neam and norod, identifying the former

with the corrupt elite and the latter with the suffering masses: he wrote to a

place des roumains dans I’histoire universelle. Bucarest, 1936, III, p. 41; John C. Campbell,
French influence and the Rise of Roumanian Nationalism. New York, 1971, p. 20) as having used
the term in a petition of 1791 but we do not have the original document (see the German translation
by Joseph von Hammer in Iorga, “Viata unui mitropolit...”, p. 1126-1129). A project for an
“aristo-democratic republic” has been attributed to Cantacuzino and dated to the late 1780s (by
Iuliu Ciubotaru & N. A. Ursu, “Un proiect roménesc de republicd din secolul XVIIL.” AIlIA],
XXIV, 1, 1987, p. 181-197; original in Uricariul, IV, p. 281-300). But the word natie is not used
here either.

2" Tudor Vianu, Probleme de stil gi artd literard. Bucuresti, 1955, p. 67, argued that neologisms
ending in -ie and with the accent on the penultimate syllable were introduced through Russian:
armie, misie, natie, colonizatie, asofiafie, emancipatie etc; an opinion shared by Rosetti-Cazacu-
Onu, Istoria limbii romdne literare, p. 581-583, who admit multiple French-Italian-Russian
derivation, but argue that Russian derivations (ending in -ie, not in -iune) are older and have a
wider diffusion in Romanian. The most recent studies (Alexandra Roman Moraru, in Ghetie, ed.
Istoria limbii romdne literare, p. 397-411) disprove this, showing usages of administratie,
apelatie, armistitie, conditie, confuzie, comisie, comunicatie, conferentie, congtientie, disputatie,
donatie, eminientie, experientie, fundatie, impositie, instantie, informatie, indulghentie, iurezdictie,
obligatie, perjecutie, prefatie, pretentie, protectie, residentie, sententie, tircumstantie nearly all
before 1750 in contexts where the derivation could be directly from Latin, or via Magyar, German,
Greek, Italian or Polish. On the other hand, these forms did not all become definitive and widely
used, and many may have been ‘reintroduced’ via Russian.

8 Svodni katalog russkoi knigi grazhdanskoi pechati XVIII veka, 1725-1800, t. I11. Moskva, 1966,
p- 306-307.

?” Ciubotaru & Ursu, op. cit., p. 195.
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Romanian boyar sent to negotiate with them that “it seems you consider the norod,
on whose blood the whole noble estate [neamul boieresc] feeds and refines itself,
to be as nothing.””® Tudor redefined the norod as the true patrie, but did not use

the term natie.

It was only in the 1820s that natie came into really widespread use in the
Principalities. It begins to define something that is not in existence, but needs to
become so. Again, foreign commentators participated in the cultivation of this
sentiment. In 1821 the Frenchman Laurengon asked a Wallachian boyar what kind
of government should be installed, and immediately received a one-word reply:
national. “This word is rather vague”, he commented.® On the other hand, the
reactionary Comte de Salaberry suggested in the same year that “the Wallachians
and the Moldavians can, through the intervention of the Holy Alliance, be brought
into the order of Nations”.*® And it is also in the context of comparison with
Europe that the Moldavian liberal boyar Ion Tautu (1795-1830) castigated the élite
of the principality, blaming them for

the ills with which for many years you have oppressed the norod of Moldavia, which have
made you a laughing stock in the eyes of neighbouring neamuri; which have been an
obstacle to the instruction of this norod and an impediment to its happiness; which have
caused the neamuri of Europe to number us among the barbarian noroade.

Meanwhile he sardonically advised the “natii of this earth who take up arms for
causes that bring no real benefit”, to “follow the example of the passivity of the
Moldavian norod.””® Superior, European nations were natii or neamuri whereas

the Moldavians were just a wretched norod.

Another Moldavian example shows how natie was developing increasing
connotations of positive potential; was preferred to neam; and was associated with

that other new-fangled term, literature. A preface to a manuscript translation of

280 Tudor Vladimirescu, letter to Nicolae Viacarescu [11 Feb 1821]; in Bodea, 1848 la romdni, 1, p.
64: “and you only include the thieving nobles in the fatherland . . . But why do you not realise that
the people is the fatherland and not the clique of thieves? And I ask you to tell me what I have done
to oppose the people. For I am no other than a man taken from amongst the people of the country
who have been embittered and down trodden on account of the thieves.”

281 Laurengon, Nouvelles observations..., p. 45.

282 Salaberry, Essai sur la Valachie et la Moldavie, p. 55.

283 Strigare norodului Moldavii cdtrd boierii pribegiti si cdtrd Mitropolitul cited by N. A. Ursu, “O
cronici politicd a Europei din anul 1825, tridusd si adnotatd de comisul Ionicd Tautu.” AIIAI,
XXXII, 1995, p. 263.
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French literary works was done, the author claimed, because “The first contains
some very interesting examples for the Romanian people, painting the heroism
and patriotism of her Roman ancestors. The second is also a philosophical comedy
and contains likewise most useful examples for the redress of common vices.”
The enterprise, he hoped, would be welcomed by those who “desire the
advancement of the Romanian nation and literature.” The author used the word

neam, crossed it out, and replaced it with nafie.?®

Was this the first use of the term literature? The Moldavian scholar
Dimitrie Cantemir (1673-1723) used the phrase historia litteraria in Latin in his
History of the Othman Empire, but meant something different by it: history
written following primary written sources.?® Elsewhere, he went so far as to claim
that the local language did not even have words for the arts and sciences.” This is
slightly harsh on his predecessors, who had used terms as scrisoare [writing],
poetic [poet], filosof [philosopher], filosofie [philosophy], gramaticd [grammar],
retoric [rhetoric], mestesug [art, craft, trick], iscusintd [skill, art, talent], istorie
[history], methodos [method], stiingd [science, learning - not just “information”];
invataturd [learning), intelepciunea [wisdom], vers [verse] but it is true that it was

left to him to introduce other terms, such as autor, comentariu, fabuld, elogiu.®

24 CMR, 11, 279-280: Written for those who desire the advancement of “neamttiti natii si a
literaturii ruménesti.” A. Camariano, Spiritul revolutionar francez si Voltaire, p. 149, dates this
text to before 1825. Cf. “The Letter of St. Barsanuphius to John” [1787] in CMR, II, p. 254,
translated “spre folosul cel de obste a neamului ruménesc [for the general good of the Romanian
nation].”

%5 Incrementa atque decrementa aule othomanice, in S. Lemny, “Approches roumaines de
l'histoire ottomane.” Dix-huitiéme siécle, XXVIII, 1, 1996, p. 26.

26 Descriptio Moldaviae, p. 310: “Ceterum Moldavi litterarum non solum non amatores, sed et
osores cuncti fere extiterunt. Bonarum artium et scientiarum ipsa etiam nomina illis ignorantur.”
This claim was repeated by writers in Russian service, such as Johann Eberhard Fischer, “O
proiskhozhdenii moldavtsev, ob ikh iazyke, znatneishikh prikliuceniiakh, vere, nravakh i
povedenii.” Istoriceskii mesiatsoslov, Moscow, 1770-1771, cited by Yuri Slezkine, “Naturalists
versus Nations: Eighteenth-Century Russian Scholars Confront Ethnic Diversity.” In Daniel R.
Brower and Edward J. Lazzerini, eds., Russia’s Orient: Imperial Borderlands and Peoples, 1700-
1917. Bloomington, 1997, p. 43; also F. de B[awr], Mémoires historiques et géographiques sur la
Valachie. Francfort - Leipzig, 1778, p. 23. Identifying the source of their observations means again
modifying our evaluation of foreign writers’ accounts - they were plagiarizing the best local (and
only just published) scholar’s account, rather than ‘inventing’ slanders of their own; although the
stigmatic effects of such remarks remained.

287 Examples in DLR, and in Chivu-Buza-Moraru, op. cit; Cantemir’s vocabulary has been studied
by Tamara Ursu, Limba Hronicul-ui lui Dimitrie Cantemir. Chigindu, 1973; and Paul Miron, Der
Wortschatz Dimitrie Cantemirs. Frankfurt, 1978. A 1713 version of a French collection of maxims
translated “la science et les belles connoissances” as “mestersugul §i buna invatiturd.” (Pildele
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These early coinages rarely remained definitive, but were vulnerable to
modification into what were perceived to be more “European” forms: for instance,
in the preface to his grammar Viacarescu speaks not of stiintd but sienta, modelled

after the Italian scienza.

Cantemir’s comment reflected a general disdain for Romanian literary
productions, a disdain also expressed by the brothers Dimitrie and Constantin
Ipsilanti, whose illicit voyage to Transylvania in 1782 (which caused the
deposition of their father, Prince Alexandru Ipsilanti) they justified by citing the
absence of “the great love for belles-lettres which we nurture in our hearts, and
which we cannot acquire in those countries for the lack of worthy and educated
men.” But they were writing in Italian and probably thought of themselves as
Greeks.”® Before the nineteenth century, elaborate attempts at literary history or
literary theory in Romanian were few and far between. Various writers offered
morsels of advice on how to read and compose poetry, but this was at an
elementary level and directly accessory to its presentation; or confined to
apophthegmatic statements on the value of language, writing or books.®” Before
1800, we have two attempts to catalogue names of writers and of literary
production in Romanian. The Wallachian churchman Grigore of Ramnic prefaced
an Antologhion of 1786 with a plea that the names of the “holy hierarchs” who
had worked for “the defence and mercy of their flock, the Romanian people of the
land of Wallachia” by printing books, should not be forgotten: the sense given to
these writers’ achievements oscillated between national pride and reverence to
them as “enricheners of the Word of God”, although he expressed regret at the fact
that many works had been lost due to the “laziness of those who wield pens in the
Romanian language.”” In Transylvania, a more extensive list compiled by
Gheorghe Sincai around 1790 (which included as Romanian even Latin-language

writers of the Byzantine empire!) remained unpublished.”' Neither of these works

filosofesti, apud Al. Dutu, Coordonatele..., p. 71).
288 Hurmuzaki, Documente, VII, p- 341: “il gran amore delle belle-lettere”.
9 D, Popovici, “Primele manifestari de teorie literara in cultura roméana.” SL, 11, 1943, p. 1-26.

0 Grigore Rimniceanu, “Prefata” la Antologhion, 1786, rcprodﬁced in Dutu, Coordonatele..., p.

186ff: “norodului ruménesc al pamintului Valahiei.”

' Sincai, Scurta cunostintd de istoria romanilor. Bucuresti, 1963, p. 72-77.
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contains the word literaturd. On the other hand; the Transylvanian Romanian Ion
Budai-Deleanu used the word in German in the course of a report compiled for the

Austrian government on the condition of the province of Bukovina:

Of the Moldavians’ learning [Gelehrsamkeit], one can say with a clear conscience, that (in
general terms) it does not exist. ... Their literature [Literatur], (insofar as such a thing
exists), consists only of two editions of the Holy Scriptures, of a Pravila or collection of
church laws, which are confined to the first seven Synods; and the other church books (there
is a multitude thereof); then of a few chronicles or histories of the Romanian nation [der
walachischen Nation], which can be considered as originally Romanian [originell
walachisch).**?

This is a characteristic example of a Romanian writer whose integration into the
bureaucratic apparatus of the Habsburg Empire both depended on his ability to
mediate between the Romanians and the authorities, and encouraged in him a
critical attitude to Romanian culture.” He appears, however, not to have used the

term literaturd in Romanian.?*

Elsewhere, the word litere specifically signifying Latin letters (as opposed
to Slavonic characters, which were called slove), was used by Transylvanian
scholars: in 1801 Samuil Micu specified that “What the Slavs call slove, the
Romanians call litere.””* The Austrian authorities promoted the Latinization of
the Cyrillic alphabet in their Empire: this was partly with a view to instilling
Catholic principles in their subject population through the Uniate Church, and
partly (particularly after 1770) to prepare to introduce German as a language of
education in the Empire. Litere was thus a concept connected with Westernization

of systems of writing and education. It is in this context, rather than any connected

22 Jon Budai-Deleanu, “Kurzgefasste Bemerkungen iiber Bukowina” [c. 1805], pub. by Ion Nistor,
Romdnii §i rutenii in Bucovina. Bucuresti, 1915, p. 174. The Romanian version by G. Bogdan-
Duic#, (1894, repr. in I. Budai-Deleanu, Scrieri lingvistice. Bucuresti, 1970, p. 39, and R.
Grigorovici, ed. Bucovina in primele descrieri geografice, istorice, economice §i demografice.
Bucuresti, 1998, p 385) is lacunary, despite the later editors’ claims to have corrected and
completed it.

% Cf. the case of Vasile Bals, whose Beschreibung der Buccowina dates from 1780 and shows
many similarities in attitude. (published in Grigorovici, ed. op. cit.).

% Lexical studies by Luiza Seche & Mircea Seche, “Creatiile lexicale personale ale lui Ion Budai-
Deleanu.” LR, VII, 3, 1958, p. 39-47; and by lon Ghetie, Opera lingvistica a lui Ion Budai-
Deleanu. Bucuresti, 1966, p. 60-69, although self-confessedly non-exhaustive, do not record the
term. In the 1818 preface to a manuscript German-Romanian lexicon, Budai-Deleanu evokes the
same paired concepts of learning and literature, but uses the terms invdfdturd and scrisoare
[writing]: Budai-Deleanu, Scrieri lingvistice, p. 170.

2% Samuil Micu Clain, preface to Acatist, Sibiu 1801 (BRV, 11, p. 425). I thank Dennis Deletant for
drawing this text to my attention.
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with belles-lettres, that the word literaturd was first used, by the historian Petru
Maior in 1812: a chapter of his History of the Origin of the Romanians in Dacia
was called “On the old literature of the Romanians” and “literature” here meant
alphabet.”® Shortly afterwards the word was used in the preface to a geography
manual, published in Buda in 1814, which speaks of the more general need “to
print other worthy books in the Romanian language, towards the literature
[literatura] of this language, and for the direct benefit of this nation [Nation].””””’
The sense is here wider, but the direct connection with language is retained, and
the word is almost gerundive, suggesting a future necessary process: the “letter-

ification” of Romanian through printing and learning.*®

In Wallachia, the introduction of the idea of literature is often traced to a
Sotietate literald [literally, a “Literal society”] said to have been established in
1826 or 1827 by the great boyar Dinicu (Constantin) Golescu, together with the
boyar and poet Nicolae Vicdrescu, the bishop Ilarion of Arges, and some young
teachers, Ion Heliade Réadulescu, Stanciu Cépdtineanu, and the Transylvanian
Florian Aaron. We have little documentation on the society, and Heliade’s two
later accounts contradict each other.””” He says that the society had its origins in
ideas discussed among the boyars who had fled from Bucharest to Bragsov
following the outbreak of the 1821 revolt; and that the reigning Prince Grigore
Ghica’s brothers took part. If this is the case, and noting that the Ghica, Vacérescu

and Golescu families were active members of the Philike Etairia in 1821,% it is

% Petru Maior, “Disertatie pentru literatura cea vechie a rominilor” Istoria pentru inceputul
romdnilor in Dachia. Buda, 1812 (ed. F. Fugariu: Bucuresti, 1971, II, p. 65-79.) Less than ninety
years before, Daniel Defoe had used the word in English with the same signification: his Essay on
Literature (London, 1726) vigorously defended the fantastical thesis that all alphabets derived
from the Hebrew. For the early history of Romanian “literature” in this sense, see Dennis Deletant,
Studies in Romanian History. Bucharest, 1991, p. 92-115.

7 BRY, 111, p. 102.

%8 Sorin Antohi has defined Transylvanian philology as a “proto-ideology”, “an ideology whose
influence on reality is but partial” insofar as “a collaboration with power is absent” (Imaginaire
culturel et réalite politique, p. 145).

2 Ton Heliade Radulescu, Mémoires sur I’histoire de la régénération roumaine. Paris, 1851, p. vi-
vii; idem, Opere complete, 1. Echilibrul intre antitese. Bucuresti, 1916, p. 133-135. We do have
some documents from 1826, written by Golescu and Aaron proclaiming the establishment of a
school at the former’s estate of Golesti: published in D. Golescu, fnsemnare a caldtorii mele ed. P.
Hanes. Bucuresti, 1915, preface, p. x-xiv. Heliade mentions this school as being one of the first
accomplishments of the society; but the school documents do not mention a society.

3% C. Filitti, “Grecs et Roumains en 1821.” EAdnvika, 1934, p. 209-220.
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not far-fetched to refer to an older cultural model (without implying any direct
institutional continuity), namely the Greek Philologike Etairia established in
Bucharest in 1810, or the Philomousos Etairia active in Vienna and the
Principalities.” Both the earlier Greek societies and the Romanian one reunited
high-ranking political officials with intellectuals of lower social standing. Heliade
also said it was secret, which, besides being odd for a society dedicated to public
welfare, ignores the fact that Golescu had openly proposed the establishment of
such an association in a published work of 1826.* Most probably, either the
society was a cover for with older, indeed secret, societies linked with the Etairia,
or Heliade was embroidering the idea of literature in a narrative of segrecy and
empowerment. He described the statutes of the society as proposing: the
establishment of “national colleges” and village schools; the founding of journals,
the abolition of the monopoly on printing and the encouragement of translations;

the formation of a national “and various other” theatres.

The rhetoric of literary sociability was contradictory: “a secret pact” lay
behind such “public works”; the aims were both to stay independent of politics
and to determine a national regeneration. It is certainly true that the language of
enlightenment - schooling, societies, publication, philology, “preparation” of
various kinds - had overtones of revolution in the period, and was interpreted as
such both by liberal entrepreneurs and the Austrian state police.*”® Such “word
association” proclaimed a link, on the most general possible level, between
language and society, but the terms of this relation took on radically different
forms: from philology and pedagogy to codewords for insurrection, from
conclaves of scholars to the resurrection of a nation. “Literature”’s slippery
associations and significations led more often to misunderstandings than to

harmony between members.

Whatever the statutes of the society (and thus, the status of literature),

! On Golescu’s political activity before 1826 (including a visit to Russia in 1823), see G.
Bengesco, Les Golesco. Paris, 1921, p. 104-115.

302 Golescu, fnsemnare a caldtorii mele, p. 89-90; cf. Close, op. cit., p. 2-5.
393 Botzaris, op. cit.; Gordon, op. cit.
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results were forthcoming. In 1828 Heliade published a grammar.** In the preface,
he was to insist on this ideology of “letters”, making a slogan of the idea that “it is

through letters that literature is born.”*” He also wrote that

as to perfecting the language and deciding once and for all on what forms the new terms
should take, this will not be possible until an Academy is founded, of several men, whose
sole business will be Romanian literature, and who in time will bring order and perfection to
the language by compiling a dictionary.>*

And he saw this philological effort as essential not just for learning’s sake, but for

immediate social application, for instance through translations.

Meanwhile, the words literator and literaturd appeared in a book of
Caracteruri (modelled on La Bruyere’s Caractéres) published by the poet Barbu
Paris Mumuleanu in 1825: it is not glossed in the “list of foreign words” appended
to the volume, but the word academie is, as: “A society of learned men who study
literature, the sciences and the fine arts; and the place where these learned men
gather.””” A formulation which might well have been borrowed from a dictionary,
but again connects literature to language, to science, and to the formal
institutionalization of learning. Moreover, the pedagogic-scientific aspect of the
term is dominant, rather than the aesthetic. In 1827, at a speech given at the
opening of the St. Sava College, Simeon Marcovici told his audience that he had
studied ‘literature’ in France and Italy. Although he had undertaken studies in
philology, and later published the first manual of rhetoric in Wallachia (1834) he
too was using the generalised sense, slowly becoming obsolete in the West, of

literature as learning in general.’® The same usage seems to be apparent in an

3% In Heliade’s own opinion: “he composed the first methodical and almost philosophical grammar
following the methods of Condillac.” (Mémoires..., p. v); the rather more prosaic truth is that he
adapted a modern French grammar widely used in boarding schools (N.A. Ursu, “Modelul francez
al gramaticii lui I. Eliade Radulescu.” LR, X, 1961, p. 326-333).

3% Heliade, Gramatica rumdneascd [1828], p. xxxiii (Facsimile ed., Bucuresti, 1980). Heliade in
fact attributes this line to the poet Iancu Vacarescu (1792-1863), grandson of Iendchitd Vacirescu.

3% Ibid. For Heliade’s theories of language see the extensive analysis in Close, op. cit., p. 47-134.

307 «g sotietate de invatiti carii invat literatura, stiintele si mestesugurile cele frumoase”, in B.P.

Mumuleanu, Poesii. Bucuresti, 1972, p. 155 (cf. Close, op. cit., appendix). “Literator” in the poem
“Nobilul vechi si sdrac”, is used in the sense of “learned, educated man.” (Ibid., p. 109).

3% Marcovici, cited by Isar, Scoala nationald dela Sf. Sava..., p. 147. The use of “literature” to
mean learning and science of all kinds, current throughout the eighteenth century in the West, was
going out of fashion by 1800; for early usages reacting against erudition in favour of beauty and
lived experience, A. Marino, “Au carrefour des lumieres. Transformations du concept de
«littérature».” Synthesis, 1, 1974, p. 147-157.
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occasional article of 1827 offering “Something about the Armenians and their
good literature”, which mentions their historical writings but dwells more on their
moral character, on their language and their success in preserving their

“nationality”.*® After 1829, usages multiplied in both principalities.

The introduction of the concept “literature” shows, then, several of the
more general characteristics of the process of Westernization and social change.
The term appears in rapid succession in different types of writing, without there
necessarily being a direct link or “influence” of one usage on another. Different
groups of Romanian writers were in touch with different European cultural
currents; each may have found the term attractive for reasons of his own; the ideas
signified differed considerably in each case. None the less, users of the term
repeatedly insisted on several related ideological tenets: the association of
“literature” with the community, and its capacity to preserve, improve or confer
“nationality”; the generalised advocation of written knowledge understood as a
whole, without a specific differentiation (between, for instance, erudition and
belles-lettres), the institutions of knowledge, at any level from philological and

orthographical norms to pedagogical projects or learned societies.

The 1820s were thus a period of intense preparation, accompanied by the
enunciation of many principles that were to guide Romanian society throughout
the century. “Enlightenment” in its pedagogical sense became an almost obsessive
cry in this decade, the cure to all the ills of society that were now being fairly
openly addressed.’’® The need for “light” was prompted by an increasing
awareness that the Romanians lagged behind other nations, particularly those of
Europe. And although this was again something that the Phanariot princes had

been aware of, now was the real moment when the idea became common and

309 1 ascar Rosetti, “Cevas de armeni si de literatura lor cea buni.” Faima Lipscdi pentru Datia, nr.
7, Leipzig, 8 nov 1827: “They stayed a moral nation and they preserved their historical writings
which go back as far as the Jewish legends, as well as their nationality, both physical and moral.
[...] But their mercantile greed caused their dispersal, like the Jews...” Mariana Cristea “Primul
ziar rominesc «Faima Lipscdi», o valoroasd contributie la istoria presei roméne.” Studii gi
comunicdri. Muzeul Bruckenthal, X111, 1967, p. 273-284.

319 Lidia Simion,“The Modermization of the Social-Political Vocabulary as reflected in the
Romanian Press of the First Half of the nineteenth Century.” RESEE, XXVI, 1, 1988, p. 27-34.
This scholar studied the vocabulary of 18 major periodicals from 1829-1852: the word luminare
remained dominant until at least 1840, after which date words like democratie, emancipare and
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valuable currency. The monk and professor Eufrosin Poteca — the guardian of the
students sent to Pisa in the 1820s - made what is a characteristic statement: “Do
we Romanians ... have to remain for ever cut off from the enlightened nations, far
from our European brothers? Could we not borrow from them, to supplement the

little knowledge that we have?”"

His idea of what “Europe” was, however, is even more interesting:

Peter the Great, the glory [s/ava] of Russia, is to be praised for his goodness, for he led the
whole of Russia both politically and ecclesiastically. Napoleon, the scourge of Europe, is to
be praised [/dudat] for his wickedness, for with his greed he precipitated the alliance of the
European emperors, and peace in all Europe.*'

The idea of Europe, like the ideas of literature and nation, could support an
imperial, conservative and explicitly anti-French ideology, as well as one of

liberty and independence. A paradox which was to become acute after 1829.

libertate became increasingly fashionable.
311 Adrian Marino, Pentru Europa. lasi, 1995, p. 181.

312 J etter to Costandin Biliceanu, Feb 10 1822, in L. Bianu, “Intaii bursieri romani...”, p. 423.
Poteca used a Slavic word (s/ava) to describe Peter, and a Latin one (a /Guda) for Napoleon.
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2. 1829-1848

“The Great European Family”

In April 1828, Russian troops crossed the river Prut for the fourth time in
sixty years. Not for the first time either, the military occupation saw the
establishment of “Divans” [assemblies] in each principality, headed by a Russian

military officer.

What distinguished the 1828-1834 period from previous occupations was
that it left a durable framework of legislation in both Principalities, composed in
collaboration between the Russians and the local élites, and bearing the semblance
of constitutional government. Russia was becoming experienced in establishing
puppet regimes in Eastern Europe, and had had a hand in the establishment of
“constitutions” in Georgia, Finland, Poland, the Free Republic of Cracow, and
Bessarabia, a process which can be seen as a kind of reactionary replica, on a
smaller scale, of the regimes set up by Napoleonic France in Western Europe from
1795 to 1815." But after the Decembrist uprising in 1826, they became more
careful about nomenclature, and the Principalities’ new laws were not called
constitutions but Organic Regulations, in consideration of Russian sensibilities

about the C-word.?

The Russians tended to exaggerate the extent of their “civilizing mission”, and the
regulations go on at inordinate length, and in no particular order, about the need to
reform everything from street-cleaning to property-holding. Many scholars have
thus been tempted to date the beginning of modern Romanian history from 1829
(and provide a schematic materialist reading of cultural development “caused” by

the clauses of the Treaty of Adrianople which provided for the freedom of

" A full discussion in Janet Hartley, “The ‘constitutions’ of Finland and Poland in the reign of
Alexander I. Blueprints for reform in Russia?” in M. Branch, J. Hartley & A. Maczack, eds.
Finland and Poland in the Russian Empire. London, 1995, p. 41-59. G. 1. Britianu (Adunarea
stdrilor in Principatele Romdne. 2™ edn. Bucuresti, 1995, p. 235, 242, 255-256, 269) showed the
importance of these models both for Romanians and for Russians involved with the Principalities.

2 Stevan K. Pavlowitch, History of the Balkans, 1804-1945. London - New York, 1999, p. 45,
shows the same caution at work in newly independent Greece (where the term syntagma was used);
and autonomous Serbia (ustav). Ustav (in Romanian, Asezdmdnt) was also the term used for the
regulations promulgated in Bessarabia in 1818.
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commerce in the Principalities).’ It is certainly convenient to draw straight lines
across the historical record; but as we have seen, signs of innovation in many
fields can be traced throughout the period to 1829; and we shall also see that many
of the post-1829 institutions were less than they were cracked up to be.

For General Pavel Kiselev, the President Plenipotentiary who oversaw the
elaboration of the Organic Regulations and their initial implementation, the
bearded boyars were “surely the most turbulent intriguers of all the bearded
creatures thronging under the arch of heaven”,* which was not a merely casual
insult, but a direct reference to the fine distinctions between different ranks of
boyars, which were displayed, among other things, by the length and cut of their
beards. In Russia, this visible marker of rank had been abolished by decree a
hundred years before, and its persistence in the principalities constituted an
obvious indicator of reactionary particularism and a “non-European” society.
Many other Russians felt the same: Alexander Pushkin, who was exiled in
Chisindu in the early 1820s, describes a journey eastwards to Odessa in 1823 as
representing a return to civilization: “I left my Moldavia and put in my appearance
in Europe.” Russian military and diplomatic officials tended to look down on the
locals, and were somewhat irritated at the granting of political rights more
extensive than those which they enjoyed at home.® As late as 1846 a monk who
travelled to Bucharest expressed surprise that the local inhabitants were white, and

not brown, although he reassured himself that “Slav blood flows in their veins.”’

A more interesting series of observations was made by the diplomat

Aleksander 1. Mikhailovskii-Danielovskii in 1829. For him, at first sight

3 Particularly the influential works of Eugen Lovinescu, Istoria civilizatiei romdne moderne
(Bucuresti, 3 vols.,1924-1926) and Stefan Zeletin, Burghezia romana: originea si rolul ei istoric
(Bucuresti, 1925). Zeletin’s theory was shown to be unhistorical almost as soon as it was published
(by G. Zane, “Burghezia roman3 §i marxismul.” Viata romdneascd, XIX, 2, 1927, p. 244-260; & 3,
1927, p. 323-334; cf. the historiographical discussion in Paul Michelson, Conflict and Crisis:
Romanian Political Development, 1861-1871. New York, 1987, p. 242 n.19.

* Letter to Nesselrode, Iasi, 30 oct 1832, in A.P. Zablotskii-Desyatovskii, Graf P.D. Kiselev i ego
vremya. St. Petersburg, 1882, IV, p. 83.

5 Letter to L. S. Pushkin, August 25 1823 in Pushkin, Complete Works. Downham Market, 1999,
X, p. 135.

¢ Alexander Bitis, The Russian Army and the Eastern Question, 1821-1834. PhD thesis, London
School of Economics, 2000, p. 246-255.

" G. Bezviconi, ed. & tr. Caldtorii rusi in Moldova si Muntenia. Bucuresti, 1947, p. 363.
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Bucharest “is not a European town - its streets are narrow and bad smelling, while
the people (of which the streets are full) have Asiatic faces and speak a language I
don’t understand.” He was willing to change his mind, however, on discovering a

bookshop which stocked a number of titles forbidden for sale in Russia:

Seeing myself among books, I began to breathe in an atmosphere which seemed more
familiar to me. I felt as if I had been transported to Europe, for I had been travelling for
two weeks across the steppes of Bessarabia, Moldavia and Wallachia, and seeing
ignorance and barbarity all around me, I had reckoned myself to be outside of Europe.®

And it seems that Moldavian boyars did not necessarily look to Moscow for

enlightenment: according to one contemporary eye-witness,

none [of the Moldavian nobles] knew Russian or had the curiosity to visit Moscow or
Petersburg; from their conversation it became clear that they regarded our North as a
savage land. On the other hand, quite a number of them travelled to Vienna.”

Russians and Romanians, then, competed to establish a series of cultural
indicators which would help to assert imperial control or enable the flaunting of
national independence. Whatever the validity of the above-cited observations, it is
clear that signs and conceptions of “European culture” - in all forms, from
literature and civilisation to skin colour and facial hair - were considered crucial

by both sides in terms of the reading of a society’s “progress” and “character.”

Given the Russian administrators’ self-attributed role as the bearers of
civilisation in the Principalities, and as godfathers to the Romanians’ induction
into “the great European family”," it is not suprising that they gave attention and
publicity to the reorganization of schooling, particularly in Wallachia where

Kiselev had his headquarters.

# Ibid., p. 270.

° F. Vigel, cited by Matei Cazacu, “Familles de la noblesse roumaine au service de la Russie (XV®
-XIX® siecles).” CMRS, XXX1V, 1-2, 1993, p. 220-221.

' Kiselev used this phrase in 1829 (Bitis, op. cit., p. 252; Hurmuzaki, Documente, Supl. I-iv, p.
359). It had already been used in respect of Wallachia in 1820 by the English agent Wyburn (cited
in previous chapter, note 97); and was repeated by Gheorghe Asachi in 1829 and Barbu S$tirbei in
1832 (apud Vlad Georgescu, Political Ideas and the Enlightenment, p. 40 n. 21) and the French
professor L. Repey in 1836 (apud Al. Zub, 4 scrie §i a face istorie. lasi, 1981, p. 93.)
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Education

a) Wallachia

Already in 1831 there were 11 teachers in Bucharest and 5 in Craiova
ready to resume activities; by March 1832, 14 more had been appointed to give
two-month courses to prospective teachers in the county towns.'" “National
Colleges” were reestablished in Craiova and Bucharest: the schools commission
[Eforia scoalelor] reported in May that there were 421 pupils in the primary
classes and 139 at gymnasial level. Two primary schools teaching Russian were
established in Bucharest in June.'? Petrache Poenaru, recently returned from state-
sponsored studies in Vienna, Paris and England, was named as chief inspector of

the teaching corps, and subsequently director of the Schools Commission."”

The decisive regulation, the Regulament scolar, entered into force in 1833:
its authors, Barbu Stirbei and Costache Moroiu, had been educated in the West
and were advocates of the modern pedagogical systems of Beccaria and
Pestalozzi." It established four levels of education: primary (incepdtoare), to last
four years in Bucharest and three in the provinces; secondary (umanioare), four
years, at Bucharest and Craiova only: complementary (complimentare) three years;
and higher specialized (cursuri speciale), including law, applied mathematics and
agriculture.” All this happened before the appointment of the prince: Alexandru
Ghica, the candidate selected by Russia, and subject to confirmation by Sultan

Mahmud II, did not get to kiss the latter’s feet until May 1834.

Numbers in the National College varied. At the end-of-year examination in

"' G. Potra, Petrache Poenaru: ctitor al invdtamintului in tara noastrd (1799-1875). Bucuresti,
1963, p. 81-84.

2 Jon Ionagcu, Constantin N. Velichi & Ion Sendrulescu Istoria Universitdtii din Bucuregti. Vol. I
(1694-1918). Bucuresti, 1977, p. 80-81.

B Potra, op. cit.,p. 71, 77.

" G.D. Iscru, “Legiferarea organizarii invatimintului in Tara Roméneasci in anii 1831-1834.” in
Contributii la istoria invdtdmintului romdnesc. Culegere de studii. Bucuresti, 1970. For Stirbei see
N. Iorga, “Barbu Stirbei ca educator.” A4RMS], s. II, t. XXXV, 1913, p. 175-184; for Moroiu, V.
Al. Georgescu, “Contributii la studiul luminismului in Tara Roméineasca §i Moldova. Locul gindirii
lui Beccaria in cultura juridic# si in dezvoltarea dreptului penal.” Studii, XXI, 4, 1968, p. 690.

'% Jorga, Hist. de I’enseignement..., p. 197-204.
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September 1834, Poenaru declared that there were 890 pupils, including those at
the 2 subsidiary primary schools at the Amzei and St. George churches. In 1836,
865 were examined at the end of the year (at all levels) of whom 290 were made
to retake. Most of these were attending only the primary classes: in 1838, there
were 914 pupils in primary schools, and 174 at St. Sava, where the law course (the

most popular of the cursuri speciale) was attended by 45 students.'

School examinations were occasions of great pomp, and were attended by
the reigning prince, who would give a speech to the assembled pupils and their
parents. Festive poems were composed and recited: in July 1837 the Phitharmonic
Society of Wallachia organized a “pastoral festival” with a theatrical
representation in honour of Prince Ghica to mark the end-of-year exams.'” In 1839
the Prince not only attended but inspected all the classes and even permitted his
hand to be kissed by some pupils of the college. Pupils were given regular
uniforms: a frock coat, “civil” trousers with dark yellow cord, cap, leather necktie
and a serge mantle: any tailor found making up such a uniform illegally would be
fined." Teachers were to wear a frock coat with a violet-coloured velvet collar and
white stitching, a three-cornered military cap (but with no feather: these were
reserved for higher administrative ranks). If they attained a noble rank (and
various professors were awarded ranks, rising successively higher in the

administration), they were allowed additional stitching on the cuffs and pockets.

Thus, both by their dress and by their rank, professors were given a recognized
position in the apparatus of the élite serving the state, and while ministerial
positions were reserved by tradition for the hereditary boyars, teachers could
progress through the system and wield considerable authority.'” For example, Ion

Heliade Radulescu, one of the few leaders of the 1848 revolution in Wallachia not

' Pop, op. cit., p. 402-404; Toan C. Filitti, Domniile romdne sub Regulament Organic (1834-
1848). Bucuresti, 1915, p. 231.

171. Heliade Radulescu, “Sirbatoare cimpeneasci pentru 30 August 1837”, in Opere, ed. Popovici,
Bucuresti, 1939, I, p. 269-278.

1% pop, op. cit., p. 404 (exams), p. 401 (uniforms).

% Filitti, op. cit., p. 98 (professors’ uniforms); pp. 228 & 395 (ennoblements in 1834 & 1843-
1845). This method of rewarding intellectuals by ennoblement was a direct import from Russia: cf.

Isabel de Madariaga, Politics and culture in eighteenth-century Russia. London - New York, 1998,
p. 168-191.
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to belong to the extended inter-related clan of boyars that formed the nucleus of
power in the province, owed his prestige and a recently-conferred title to his
pedagogical activities.”® Indeed, the first Prime Minister of Romania not to have
been born into the native aristocracy, Petre Aurelian (1833-1909, Prime Minister
in 1896-1897) was the son of a Transylvanian teacher who took up a post in

Slatina in Wallachia in the 1820s.”

A further important characteristic of the teaching staff was the high
proportion of Transylvanians taking up posts in the Principalities. This tradition
began with Lazir and continued with figures such as Ioan Maiorescu, Eftimie
Murgu, August Treboniu Laurian, Florian Aaron, Alexe Marin, Iosif Genilie,
Nicolae Baldsescu, Dionisie Romano, who all taught in Wallachian schools and
were to play an important role in the political and intellectual life of the
Principalities.”” Their superior training, often in the theological schools of the
Habsburg Empire,” and their willingness to perform functions which the
Wallachian native élite considered beneath themselves, enabled them to enter
society on a professional footing, where they formed a component part of the
developing intelligentsia. However, this influx of Transylvanians into the
administration of the Principalities was not always well-received. The Orthodox
authorities initially objected to candidates belonging to the Uniate church, and
only relented when insufficient Orthodox candidates could be found.** Local
administrations, meanwhile, might take exception to outsiders: the appointment in

1847 of a Transylvanian professor of Romanian in Bréila led to calls for his

* Dan Berindei, Revolufia Romdnd din 1848-1849. Cluj-Napoca, 1997, p. 265-275.

! Mihai Sorin Radulescu, Elita liberald romdneascd (1866-1900). Bucuresti, 1998, p. 23-24.

2 For individual careers of Transylvanians coming to Wallachia see DLR1900, s.v. (for Laurian,
Maiorescu, Aaron, Murgu); Nicolae Isar, “Ideile social-politice ale lui losif Genilie, profesor la
colegiul national «Sf. Sava».” Studii, XXVI, 6, 1973, p. 1251-1262 (for Genilie); Mircea
Pacurariu, “Profesori transilvineni la scolile teologice din Tara Roméneasc3 si Moldova in secolul
al XIX-lea.” MMS, XLIV, 1-2, 1968, p. 29-49 (for Romano).

2 In 1830 there were about 40 Romanians at Buda University, making it the largest centre for
higher education for Romanians in the West (G. Bogdan-Duica, Eftimie Murgu. Bucuresti, 1937, p.
20).

2 Hurmuzaki, Documente, X, p- 232, 248. Cf,, in Moldavia, the rejection of a “schismatic”
German, Tollhausen, in 1844 (Filitti, op. cit., p. 599).
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replacement by a native.”

The National School at St. Sava was therefore conceived to produce well-
trained professional public servants. Those who passed the special courses could
obtain certificates to practise as lawyers or civil engineers. Numerous graduates of
the school distinguished themselves both on the political and literary stages in the
course of the nineteenth century: pupils included the Brétianu brothers, Vasile
Boerescu, Christian Tell, C.A. Rosetti, Ion Ghica, Grigore Alexandrescu, Cezar
Bolliac; Dimitrie Bolintineanu, Nicolae Filimon and Nicolae Balcescu. Of 90
ministers in Romanian governments from 1866 to 1890, at least 18 had been
educated at Sf. Sava.”® However, this accounts only for a fifth of such
appointments. The senior officials in the education department had studied in
France, and travel to the West for educational or simply recreational purposes was
becoming a large scale phenomenon in the 1830s and 1840s.”” A Western training
was almost invariably preferred when it came to obtaining professional posts: a
student of St. Sava such as Alecu Oréscu, who was awarded a diploma to practise
topography and surveying in 1840, was subsequently sent to Berlin and Munich,
which suggests that his training in Bucharest was not considered sufficient. This
was the normal pattern of development for anybody who wished to progress to

higher office in Wallachia.?®

Despite the manifest attempts to make public education the business of the
state, there was certainly room for private individuals to manipulate the system.

J. A. Vaillant, a Frenchman recently arrived in Bucharest, had obtained in 1830

25 Radu L. Perianu, Istoria scoalelor din orasul §i Judetul Brdila, 1832-1864. Bucuresti, 1941, p.
74. On tension between Transylvanian and Wallachian teachers, see also Mirela-Luminita
Murgescu, “Libertate de opinie §i presiune sociald in Tara Roméneascéd in 1838.” R/, n.s., III, 11-
12, 1992, p. 1157-1172.

% Calculated according to the biographical information given in Ion Mamina, Ion Bulei Guverne gi
guvernanti, 1866-1916. Bucuresti, 1994.

%7 In 1830, around 25-30 Romanians and Greeks from the Principalities (mainly Wallachia) were
enrolled in insitutions of higher learning in Paris and Geneva. P. Eliade, La Roumanie au XIX*
siécle. Paris, 1914, I, p. 262. Florea Ioncioaia, “Tineri din Principate la studii in Europa (1800-
1834). O tentativa de sistematizare.” Anuarul institutului de cercetdri socio-umane ,,Gheorghe
Sincai”, 1, Tg. Mures 1998, p. 34, estimates that this represents only about two-thirds of the real
number. By the eve of the 1848 revolution, there were nearly a hundred in Paris (according to the
philo-Romanian French publicist Paul Bataillard: Anul 1848, 1, p. 37).

B Istoria Universitdtii din Bucuregti, ed. cit, p. 84-85; for Orascu, p. 95 n. 114.
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permission to open a private boarding house teaching French to the daughters of
the Wallachian nobility. Two years later - following the publication of a poem to
the glory of Count Kiselev - he obtained a contract to run the boarding-house for
pupils attending the National College at St. Sava. His high standards of
organization and the fact that he taught in French attracted a large number of
pupils, as well as a salary twice as large as that of the Romanian teaching staff.
However, in 1833, he entered into conflict with the inspector, Poenaru, and his
contract was revoked. Vaillant then withdrew and set up a private boarding-house
with equal success and was occasionally able to obtain further subsidies from the
state. His presence in Bucharest was obviously of some irritation to the
authorities, although whether on account of his conspiratorial activities (he was an
active freemason) or because he constituted a successful rival to the state
educational programme is not entirely clear.”? Other Frenchmen were also able to
attract pupils away from the National College while at the same time working on

its payroll.*

Indeed, although the Organic Regulation sought to control both the content
and language of instruction in private schools, the authorities were often helpless
to act. This problem was as acute in the county schools as in the capital: different
regions had different traditions of private instruction, frequently developed
according to the needs of heterogeneous local merchant communities. In Briila,
Wallachia’s main Danubian port and only recently reincorporated into the
principality after the Turkish fortress was demolished in 1831, commercial power
was largely in the hands of merchants of Greek or Balkan origin: the Romanian
community, “largely composed of fishermen or innkeepers”, lacked influence. The
new public school attracted only five pupils in 1833, while the town’s two Greek
schools housed over a hundred, more than half of them Romanian. In 1839, Italian
and book-keeping were introduced here at the insistence of the local merchant

committee.” In Turnu-Severin, on the Austro-Hungarian border, the notables

¥ On Vaillant: P. Eliade, La Roumanie au XIX® siécle..., 11, p. 306-312; Oltea Cudalbu-Slusanschi, -
“Contributions a la biographie et & I’ceuvre de J. A. Vaillant (1805-1886).” MERF, XIV, 1937-
1938, p. 1-113. For his involvement in freemasonry: Berindei, Revolutia Romdnd, p. 84-85.

3 Filitti, op. cit.. 233-234.
3! Perianu, op. cit., p. 11-12; 69-71.
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repeatedly expressed dissatisfaction at having to pay taxes towards a “national”
(Romanian) teacher, preferring to spend more money on Greek or German
teachers.” In Ploiesti in the 1840s, Greek and German were requested with similar
insistence, to provide the necessary training for commercial dealings with
Transylvania, and the local merchants who were expected to fund the Romanian
public school opted for teachers in these languages ahead of paying a Romanian
teacher.” In all these towns, the teachers were interested in collaborating with the
local merchants to provide a practical education in foreign languages on a
profitable basis, but were forbidden from doing so by the central authorities:
instead, they were encouraged to inspect and shut down schools which failed to

teach at least the catechism in Romanian.

The authorities tried to insist on an education in' which “the language of
the fatherland must dominate”, and “religion and morals should be of capital
importance”; but private schools flourished throughout Wallachia in the period to
1848. In 1832 there were 28 private schools in Bucharest alone, of which 13 gave
instruction in Romanian, 12 in Greek, 6 in French and one in German. By the end
of the school year, the number had reached 38, the majority of which were now in
Romanian, and nearly 1,300 pupils were thought to be attending: a number which

outstripped those attending the public schools.*

However, official policy towards education was often ambiguous and
contradictory. The use of Western models as a basis for social and political
progress led to the promotion of French as a desirable language of education. The
Russian administration of 1828-1834 had used this language almost exclusively in
its dealings with the local élite, as did the foreign consular representatives who
wielded such a strong influence in local politics. From 1830, a commercial code

was in operation that had been translated from the French on Kiselev’s

32 pajuri & Giurescu, op. cit., p. 94-105.
3 Boncu, op. cit., p. 40-42, 49.

3 Gheorghe Réscanu, Istoricul invatdmdntului particular in Romdnia. Bucuresti, 1906, p. 76-79,
95-98. These are only those recorded by state inspectors: the real number was certainly larger. On
the oral evidence of local inhabitants, Rascanu (ibid., p. 79-83) estimated that there were up to 30
private teachers (of which 11 attached to monasteries) in the small market town of Rdmnicul Sarat,
Northern Wallachia around 1830.
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recommendation. Although the Organic Regulation insisted that education should
be carried out in the national language, entry to higher-level courses at the

National College was made conditional on knowledge of French.”

Having encouraged the development of national sentiment in the 1820s
and 1830s, Russia acted with increasing nervousness in the 1840s and her consuls
found many pretexts to reduce the apparently dangerous effects of their own
policies. In his speech at the annual prize-giving of 1845, Prince Bibescu made it
clear that “words or opinions which, cast before tender souls, can only produce
damaging effects” would not be tolerated. The accusation that Romanian was
“still an impoverished language, without its own literature..., ill-fitted to serve the
cause of enlightenment” was again raised, and heavy taxes were imposed on
private boarding houses. National feeling was not condemned, but redefined in
terms of religious subjection and sacred duty: “the name of the fatherland, that
holy name, should be like that of God, and nobody is free to take it in vain, nor it

is given to anyone of any age to enter into its mysteries.””

Of the several solutions proposed, including an offer to host Romanian
students at universities in Russia,*’ the one that was tried in 1847 in both
principalities was the replacement of higher education in Romanian with courses
in French. This was intended both to restrict the spread of liberal ideas beyond the
noble élites, and to remove any pretext for continuing to send youth abroad to
Paris, where the danger of meeting with “revolutionary” currents was all too
apparent. Teachers were hired from France for this purpose, and Poenaru, who had
been the moving spirit of education in Romanian, was removed from his position

at the head of the Schools Commission.

French foreign minister Guizot reacted quickly, noting that “We already

exercise in those countries, through education, through our literature and thought

% lorga, Hist. de I’enseignement..., p. 194,
%% Quoted in Filitti, op. cit., p. 394. See also Pop, op. cit., p. 404-406; Potra, op. cit., p. 149-157.
37 Hurmuzaki, Documente, XVI1, p. 3 (French consul Nion to Guizot, 25 January 1847).

3% Documents in Georges Bibesco, ed. Régne de Bibesco. Paris, 1893-1894, 1, p. 335-347 & I, p.
209-212; N. Isar, “J. A. Vaillant si profesorii francezi din cadrul colegiului «Sf. Sava» (1829-
1848).” AUB - istorie, XX1, 2, 1972, p. 37-51.
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the empire of our ideas and our civilisation, a moral influence which it is in our
interest to maintain and develop”, and help was quickly forthcoming.* In
St. Petersburg, on the other hand, Imperial Chancellor Nesselrode wrote to
Russia’s consul in Bucharest expressing his anxieties: “In principle we should
applaud the princely government’s efforts to organise in the country an
educational system such as might obviate the need to frequent foreign

universities”’; but, on the other hand,

nothing could be less calculated to reassure us in this respect than the organisation of the
college after the French system which, furthermore, is to be put into operation by Parisian
professors [...]. In such circumstances the princely government, far from remedying the
evil, is aggravating it to the greatest possible degree. The Emperor charges me to advise
you to exercise a most particular vigilance.*

The Prince’s initiative, then, attempted both to exploit the general
admiration for French as a language of civilisation - an admiration shared by the
Russian consuls as much as by the Wallachian liberals - and to give the
appearance of reacting to the Russian displeasure at the development of education
in the vernacular. But he only managed to make himself appear untrustworthy to
both parties; he was being too liberal in his conceptions, and too autocratic in his
manner of government. Repeated protests in June 1848 led to his abdication and

flight into exile, before the new system had been put into practice.

Education in the Wallachian villages was developed from 1838. A law
decreed that the vergers [fdrcovnici] of the village churches, who had traditionally
been responsible for whatever education existed in the countryside, should make
themselves available for public teaching. The construction of school buildings was
left to local notables (who might well oppose such an initiative as it drew
agricultural labourers away from working on the boyars’ estates). The pay for the
teachers was to be drawn from each pupil, at the rate of two lei per month and a
set ration of foodstuffs. The teachers had to collect this themselves, which was

extremely difficult given that they had few means to assert or enforce their

% Isar, op.cit., p.47.

0 Nesselrode to Kotzebue, 4 May 1848, in Ion Varta, ed. Revolutia de la 1848 in Tarile Romdne.
Documente inedite din arhivele rusegti. Chisindu, 1998, p. 84-85.
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authority. Candidates for posts in village schools were to attend the county school
for a three-year training programme, four months per year from April to August,
while teaching in the village during the winter months. This timetable presented
obvious problems as it overlapped with the agricultural growing season. The
provincial head-teachers repeatedly drew this problem to the attention of the
authorities but central government merely suggested the use of force for bringing
recalcitrant candidates back to college and told the teachers to “tie them up, if they
don’t understand otherwise.” Most were reluctant to attend for more than one or

two terms.

The types of people that came forward to train as village teachers were
very diverse socially, and included unemployed boyars’ sons, millers, shepherds,
pigmen, village headmen, merchants, leasehold-farmers, leather-workers, or
priests’ sons. Only around a quarter of candidates came from the clergy, who were
reluctant to disrupt their traditional livelihood to take on new responsibilities.” A
large number had had little previous instruction themselves: of nine candidates
presenting themselves in Briila in 1838, two were able to read and write.” Some
used the opportunity to learn basic literacy skills that would enable them to work
in the service of merchants and noblemen, and failed to take up their duties in the

villages.*

At the same time, numerous conflicts occurred in villages between the new
appointees and the existing authorities. In the village of Maildaresti in Valcea
county in 1844, the teacher Costache Mazilescu attracted the distrust, of the
notables by wearing Western clothes and averting the peasants to certain
unscrupulous practices in matters of land-purchase. Mazilescu was subjected to
successive humiliations, including being stripped to the waist and locked outside

in the rain, and a beating by the village guards: fifty strokes on the back. Even

*1'G. D. Iscru, Contributii privind invitdmintul la sate in Tara Romdneascd pind la jumdtatea
secolului al XIX-lea. Bucuresti, 1975, p. 60-62.

2 Ibid., p. 58; see also idem, “Le début de I’enseignement public dans les villages en Valachie.”
RESEE, XII, 2, 1974, p. 221-234. Constantin Constantin, teacher at Barcanesti in Prahova county
in 1843, was a former serf from Transylvania (Boncu, op. cit., p. 80).

3 Perianu, op. cit., p. 65-66 (document, p. 128).
“ Iscru, Contributii, p. 163 (report from Gorj county, 1845).
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after successive interventions from central government in Bucharest, he was not
reinstated and it became difficult to find teachers to take his place.* In Vilenii-de-
Munte, the local boyar is said to have cursed the newly-arrived professor in front
of his servants and threatened him with violence if he did not leave the town,

which he was eventually forced to do.*

The preferred method of education was the “Lancasterian method”, so
named after an English educationalist who had developed it on Bible missions to
Spain.”’” It was deliberately designed to enable the teaching of the maximum
possible number of children per teacher. A Wallachian primary school would
consist of one hall, divided into two halves. One side had twelve benches, for the
first class. Pupils were ranged on the benches according to ability and promoted
from the back bench to the front, bench by bench, as they progressed. At the end
of the bench were monitors, appointed from among the brighter pupils. These
were supposed to act as intermediaries between teacher and pupils: they would
stay behind for an hour’s further instruction at the end of the class. This first class
would be engaged in learning the rudiments of the alphabet. The other side of the
room, accommodating the second class, was to be fitted with metal semicircular
tables. Pupils would be ranged on the outside of the semicircle, while a monitor
would survey them from within. Writing was taught first using a sand-box and a
stick; then with chalk on a slate blackboard, and finally - once the child had
mastered all the letters of the Cyrillic alphabet then in use - on paper.* Teachers
were, moreover, made responsible for the extra-curricular behaviour of the pupils:
for instance by forbidding their participation in “disorderly masquerades” and

other traditional folk practices at Christmas and other feast times.*

The geometrical certitudes of this teaching method were scarcely reflected

* Ibid., p. 156-161.
“ Boncu, op. cit., p. 51-52.

*7 Like so many pedagogical innovations, this first surfaced in the Principalities in the last years of
the Phanariot regime. Vlad Georgescu, “Preoccupations culturelles chez N. Rosetti-Rosnovanu
1818-1821.” RESEE, VIII, 2, 1970, p. 231-239; new documentation in N. Isar, Principatele
Romdne in epoca luminilor, 1770-1830. Bucuresti, 1999, p. 18-32.

“8 Potra, op. cit., p. 94-96. _
# «Circulare citre D.D. Profesori ai scoalelor publice.” Muzeul National, 1, 1836-1837, p. 152.
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in terms of practical results. The statistics of the age naturally flattered the
government’s achievement, and claim in 1846-1847 that 2,315 schools were
teaching 48,545 pupils throughout the country, achieving an attendance rate of
between 15 and 60 percent of school-age boys. These figures would of course vary
from month to month: for instance, in Vlagca county a total of 1,335 might be
attending in January, but in March as agricultural tasks beckoned, thi§ number
reduced to 710, and in April to a mere 50.”° But it was clear that many of these
schools were not in a functioning state. In Cazasu village near Braila, there was a
new building in 1840; but three years later it had been taken over by a local
functionary and the school was being run in a peasant's house.”’ The boyar might
throw the children out of the school buildings and use them for his own purposes;
even demolish the school or transform it into a summer residence.”® A regular
school had two to three rooms, only very occasionally four. Many were of mud-
and-branch construction: in the absence of glass, leather skins or bladders
stretched over the windows in winter. In Telega the school was “a little shed
hardly big enough for two cattle.” A further problem was fuel shortages and
arguments over who was to pay for this (the villagers were eventually ordered
t0).”* Following the outbreak of the 1848 revolution and the subsequent repression,
the village system was to be swept away, not to reopen again formally until

January 1857.%

b) Moldavia

The development of schooling in Moldavia was in many ways similar to
that of Wallachia, based as it was on the provisions of the Organic Regulations
which dictated almost identical measures for both principalities. The major

difference was that no public school network was established in the villages.

% G. D. Iscru, “Date privind invatimintul public la sate in Tara Roméneasca in ajunul Revolutiei
din 1848.” RdP, XXII, 6, 1973, p. 84-88.

51 Perianu, op. cit., 140.
52 Iscru, Contributii, p. 181.
3 Boncu, op. cit., p. 74-77.

% G. D. Iscru, “Contributii privind invitimintul la sate in Tara Romaneasci si Moldova in anii
1849-1864.” RdP, XXVIL, 5, 1978, p. 59.
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Prince Mihail Sturdza (1834-1849) was also considerably more wary of the effects
of education on the public spirit, and intervened frequently to regulate the system

whenever potentially liberal currents set in.

As already mentioned, an institute for higher education had been
established in Iagi by Gheorghe Asachi in 1828. In May 1829, the Bucharest paper
Curierul rumdnesc announced that “the gazettes of Europe are full of the news of
the public examinations in Iagi”, but Europe here only meant St. Petersburg, and
the announcement was probably a propaganda exercise in which educational
progress could be seen to be flourishing in the wake of the Russian military

victories.>

The situation improved after the Organic Regulation was proclaimed on
New Year’s Day 1832. In February, Asachi began a 3-month course for the
preparation of teachers in the new primary schools to be established in seven
county towns in Moldavia: teachers were indeed despatched to the provinces in
September, when elementary schools teaching the basic operations of reading,
writing and arithmetic opened.*® A public girls’ school was opened in Iasi in 1834,
offering a three-year course comprising the basic operations and household
economy, supervised by a nun.”’ And in 1835, amidst great festivities, the
“Academia Mihiileand” - named after the recently-appointed Prince - was
inaugurated. This incorporated the old College, with its five-year programme, to
which were added two years of higher education, organized into “faculties” of law
and philosophy, as well as the possibility of extra classes in Russian and
agriculture. The system was therefore designed to cover everything from the
catechism and elementary grammar to ancient Greek, mathematics, rhetoric,
geography, natural history and even anthropology. Graduates of the law faculty
received the title of avocat [advocate, barrister] permitting them to plead in public

cases, while those who followed the extra courses in agriculture would be awarded

35 Curierul rumdnesc, nr. 11, 13/25 mai 1829, cited by V. A. Urechia, Istoria scélelor de la 1800-
1864. Bucuresci, 1892, I, p. 121; & C. 1. Andreescu, Evolutia invdtdmantului in Moldova gi
istoricul Liceului National din Iagi. lagi, 1935, p. 31. Heliade makes explicit reference to the
French gazette of St. Petersburg and that of the Academy.

%6 Badarau (1), p. 352-353.
37 Filitti, op. cit., p. 598. The school had 81 pupils by 1840.
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the title of civil engineer.*®

It has been suggested several times that this Academy was equivalent in
capacity and function to a modern university.” But it is important not to mistake
the grandiose plans of a projected syllabus for evidence of what was really taught
and what its social effects really were. This myth was in fact promoted by
contemporary officialdom.® In reality, the attendance level at the higher faculties
was low and fell from year to year, which suggests that Moldavians did not feel
the Academy’s training was useful or beneficial in terms of their career.®’ The law
courses functioned only intermittently: they were initially taken on by the state
jurist Christian Flechtenmacher, who was replaced in 1837 by a Dr. Maisonnabe,
who taught in French.®> The provisions conditioning access to public office on
graduation from the respective faculties remained a dead letter.”® The very
presence of a large number of foreigners staffing the educational system is
evidence that the local system was not able to provide sufficient staff to fill the
new institutions.* Meanwhile the Moldavian government continued to send
students abroad to study, although Russian and German universities were

preferred to those of France and Italy. A certificate of graduation from the local

%8 Badarau (II), p. 219. Timetables ibid., p. 225-231. See also the curricula of 1835 repr. in Mihai
Bordeianu, “Date noi privitoare la istoria invatamintului roménesc.” AIIAI, X1V, 1977, p. 327-331.

¥ A.D. Xenopol and C. Erbiceanu, Serbarea scolard de la Iasi. lasi, 1885, p. 141; later, citing the
same tradition, by Bordeianu, op.cit. G. Badirau, Academia Mihdileand (1835-1848). lasi, 1987,
p. 87-90, first criticizes the ‘university’ claim, then accepts it.

% For instance, at the inauguration of school courses in 1834, the syllabus was said to “correspond
to the system of the most advanced in Europe, and suiting the needs of the local inhabitants.” V. A.
Urechia, Istoria scélelor... , 1, p. 106.

8! 24 students in the Philosophy faculty in 1841-1842, falling to 17 the following year; in 1845-
1846, 13 students in both Philosophy and Law faculties, with no new intake. Gh. Platon & V.
Cristian, eds. Istoria Universitdtii din Iagi. lagi, 1985., p. 31.

%2 Andrei Radulescu, “Pravilistul Flechtenmacher.” AARMSI, s. 111, t. 1, 1923, p.- 211-217.

8 Filitti, op. cit., p. 603-604. A dissatisfied young intellectual, Ion Ionescu [de la Brad], described
the system of élite appointment in Moldavia as a “mediocracy”: letter to George Baritiu, 1 May
1844, pub. in C. Bodea, Lupta romdnilor pentru unitatea nationald, 1834-1849. Bucuresti, 1967,
p- 255-256. Here he also suggests that the public schools outside lasi were virtually non-functional.

 As in Wallachia, Transylvanians had been hired to teach law and theology: a process which
began with the arrival of the Saxon Christian Flechtenmacher in lasi in 1814, and continuing with
three theologians brought to the Socola Seminary in 1820. In 1832 the jurist Damaschin Bojinci
arrived from the Banat, followed in 1836 by Eftimie Murgu. On a Romanian from the Bukovina
teaching in Iasi, see Mihai-Razvan Ungureanu, “The Biography of an Illustrious Stranger: Samoil
Botezatu.” New Europe College Yearbook, 1995-1996. Bucharest, 1999, p. 323-357; on one from
the Banat, see Horst Fassel, “Relatii literare roméano-germane: Zaharia Columb.” ALIL, XXVIII,
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Academy was generally equated with a baccalaureate by the French and German

universities.®

As in Wallachia, pressure was put on private schools to conform to the
programmes and legislative norms of the state. The right of minorities such as
Jews and Armenians to run their own schools in peace was questioned, and the
Schools Commission proceeded to intervene directly in matters of education.
Because the Jews, it was said, “do not imbibe the principles which transform mere
co-inhabitants of a state, although of a different religion, into a political body of
useful members of society”, the government “has the right, founded on important
interests of state, to advise on the education of the Jews, without upsetting their
religious principles.” ® The Armenians, on the other hand, were characterized as
“a gentle people”, and allowed to continue the administration of their own
schools, provided that the catechism was said in Romanian and a government
inspector was to be allowed to make supervisory visits.®” Provisions for “national”
uniform were extended to pupils of these schools, who were made to wear a frock
coat, trousers and cap of dark blue cloth, with a light cherry-coloured lining to the
collar and pockets.®® Meanwhile the professors were awarded noble ranks as in
Wallachia.®

The Moldavian authorities also faced strong opposition from the private
schools. An 1836 survey showed a total of 71 private schools in the province, with

1,301 pupils; as against only 865 pupils in the state schools.” The private pensions

1981-1982, p. 105-107.

65 At least a dozen Romanians, mainly Moldavian, were studying in Russia in the 1830s (G.
Bezviconi, Contributii la istoria relatiilor romino-ruse. Bucuresti, 1962, p. 282, 305-306). Other
Moldavians included a boier, Génescu, studying medicine at Moscow (D. Berindei, Cultura
nationald romdnd modernd. Bucuresti, 1986, p. 42); and in 1840, the brother of the future prince
Cuza (Al. Teodorescu, “Scrisori inedite ale lui C. Conachi citre P. D. Kisselev.” R4, n.s., VI, 2,
1963, p. 252). Theology students were sent to Kiev, St. Petersburg or Athens (Picurariu, Istoria
bisericii ortodoxe romdne..., 111, p. 229). Cf. Al. Zub, Cunoastere de sine §i integrare. lasi, 1986,
p. 123-146; Florea Ioncioaia, “Tineri din Principate...”, p. 20-46.

8 Filitti, op. cit., p. 602 n. 9.

%7 Ibid.; see also H. Dj. Siruni, “Deschiderea tipografiei armene la Iasi.” Ani, 1, vol. IV, noiembrie
1936, p. 91-92.

58 Gheorghe Rascanu, Istoricul invatdmantului particular..., p. 108-110.

% For Moldavian ranks in 1835: Hurmuzaki, Documente, Supl. I-v, p. 180-185.

™ Badarau (ID), p. 214.

118



1829-1848

were the favoured establishments for those wishing to climb the social ladder. In
contradistinction to Wallachia, where the national college was an extremely
important breeding-ground for future élites, no significant groups of intellectuals
were formed at the state schools. Several of the liberal boyars who were later to
lead the campaign for the Union of the Principalities - including Vasile
Alecsandri, Constantin Varnav, Manolache Roset, Anastasic Panu, Mihail
Kogdlniceanu, Constantin Negruzzi - learned French together and formed lasting
friendships at Victor Cuénim’s boarding house in Iasi.”” Not all private
establishments were what they claimed to be: a country boyar “from a
mountainous region” who hired an instructor to teach his offspring French, was
humiliated on their arrival in the capital to discover that their instruction had been
in “a sort of Italian jargon”; due warning notices were posted in the Romanian Bee
newspaper to prevent further deceptions. ™ It seems, however, that the private
schools were severely discouraged in the 1840s: although their number had been
rising continually until then: in 1842, 42 schools were recorded, with 709 pupils,
and, in 1846, there were only 30 (315 pupils), as against an alleged 2,186 pupils in

public schools. ™

Also as in Wallachia, the attempts to establish public education in
Romanian were continually hampered by the superior prestige of French, which
had taken over from Greek as the language of the élite. And here too, the prince
proposed French as an alternative to Romanian in an effort to quash the
development of national feeling. Already in 1836, Sturdza had attempted to
introduce legislation to this effect, but was opposed strongly by the Schools
Council who saw its raison d’étre threatened. In 1846, however, with the support
and advice of the Prussian consul Neigebauer, Sturdza succeeded: the number of
grades was reduced from seven to four, and the Academy’s buildings were handed
over to a Frenchman, Alexandre Malgouverné, who set up a “French institute”, a

kind of private boarding house with a mere three grades of education. In the

™! Cartojan, op. cit., p. 70-71.

7 Georgeta Penelea, “Spiritul public in epoca regulamentara (I).” Rdl, XL, 6, 1987, p. 576. On bad
Italian teachers see also N. Iorga, “Un cioban dascil din epoca de transitie a culturii noastre.”
AARSMI, s. 111, t. 11, 1923-1924, p. 349-358.

7 Badarau (I1), p. 214, 221.
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schools regulation of 1847, the class-bound thinking behind this procedure was

laid bare:

In moral life, as in the material one, if we were to offer the same instruction to the different
ranks of society, we would be making the same departure from the truth and would
encounter the same discordances, as if we would try to subject different varieties of living
creature to one and the same food.”

But as in Wallachia, these measures were short-lived and the events of 1848 were

to consign this project to the dustbin of history.

™ Badarau (I), p. 355-359. See also the prospectus put out in October 1846 by a Frenchman, A.
Gallice, for an “Institut d’Education Classique” (Uricariul, X, p. 418-428).
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Books, printing

Sadly, there are no satisfactory calculations for the increase in Romanian
book production for the period after 1830. The two accounts known to me produce

greatly differing figures, one almost exactly double the other (See Fig. 1).

However, it is beyond all dispute that the period after 1830 witnessed an
unprecedented explosion in book publishing. Both of these sets of figures
probably underestimate the true extent of output.”” We can say with safety that
more Romanian books were published in the period 1830-1860 than in all
previous history. The printed Romanian word became commonplace, not rare; was
no longer naturally associated with the sacred; and was being reproduced on an

industrial scale, distributed by industrial means.

Fig. 1: Estimated Romanian book production, 1830-1878™

Year | 1831-40 | 1841-50 | 1851-60 | 1861-70 | 1871-78 Total
A. 620 800 c.1,600 | c.2,400 | ¢.1,700 | ¢.7,200
B. c.1,200 - - - - c. 14,000

In 1830, a large number of literary works still circulated in manuscript
form without ever being published: probably as many different titles as there were

published works. The author Grigore Plesoianu complained in 1829 that

I have seen many men taking a pen in their hand, inspired by patriotism to translate; but
realising that there is nobody to print them, remained sighing with tears in their eyes and

> Now that the Bibliografia romdneascd modernd (1831-1918), 4 vols., Bucuresti, 1984-1996, has
been completed, a more accurate calculation would be possible given a team of researchers and a
few months to spare. The total number of entries in these volumes is over 75,000.

76 A) represents figures scattered through Mircea Tomescu, Istoria cdrtii romdnegti, p. 134, 137,
138; B) is drawn from Barbu Theodorescu, “Cartea romaneascd de-a lungul secolelor.” Studii i
cercetdri de documentare §i bibliologie, V11, 1, martie 1965, p. 45-57. Neither explains either their
workings or their source-material. Tomescu, I suspect, is using as a source the catalogues of D.
larcu (Analele bibliografice romdne, Bucuresti, 1873) and G. Popescu, Siese ani din literatura
romdnd (Bucuresti, 1879). Theodorescu mentions (rightly) that these are unsatisfactory but cites no
other source or workings of his own. The figures in A) are repeated by Dumitru Trancd and Ion
Marinescu, 4 General Survey of the Romanian Book. Bucuresti, 1968, p. 19, again without
providing sources.
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