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Résumé: Nous devons maintenant repenser (reconsidérer) les critères de l’histoire 
littéraire, et même le simple concept de littérature pour abandonner tous les préjugés 
et d’éviter toute discrimination. L’histoire de la littérature signifie en fait les histoires 
multiples et complexes non seulement de sa production, mais aussi de sa réception; de 
l’autre côté, il faut étudier la dialectique du passé et du présent et réexaminer les vieux 
cadres conceptuels d’un point de vue actuel. L’avant-garde représente, sans aucun 
doute, un phénomène très intéressant qui doit être analysé par la suite à partir de 
plusieurs perspectives, l’esthétique parmi d’autres. Ainsi, l’histoire de la littérature 
devrait étudier non seulement la littérature d’avant-garde en tant que tel, mais aussi les 
contextes sociaux, économiques et politiques de sa production, ainsi que le problème 
de son impact sur les écrivains postérieurs.
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Although doubtlessly an extremely interesting phenomenon under multiple aspects 
(aesthetic, social, political, etc.), and, in addition, with international resonance (Tristan 
Tzara, Gherasim Luca, Benjamin Fondane and others are pretty notorious worldwide), 
the Romanian avant‑garde still remains a chapter of secondary interest in the history of 
Romanian literature. If in other cultural areas the avant‑garde has become a major 
object of study, in Romania the studies dedicated to this phenomenon are still few and 
without echo, and, among the Romanian avant‑garde writers, no one has entered the 
official canon by now. Naturally, the question of the causes of this marginalization 
should start from the investigation of the main criteria of analysis used by our critics 
and literary historians so far.

Obviously the most important was the aesthetic criterion, overrated by the majority 
of Romanian literary historians, too much indebted to the model of G. Călinescu. At the 
time of its occurrence (in the third decade of the last century), the Romanian avant‑garde 
shocked, of course, by the virulent negation of traditional literature and by the highly 
original aesthetic formulas it proposed. The classical taste of most contemporary 
critics and literary historians was of course violated by these oddities, as well as Swift’s 
taste, for instance, had been two centuries before by the excesses of the writers he 
had pejoratively called “modern”. Thus, for instance, Mihail Dragomirescu could assert, 
in the magazine Licăriri (no 8‑10, February 1931), that: “the so‑called ‘avant‑garde 
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literature’ is a production which, from the aesthetical point of view, deserves no 
attention. The true avant‑garde literature is that of the literates endowed with creative 
genius.” (my translation) Yet what are the measurement tools of the “creative genius”, 
the critic wouldn’t say. If in his opinion the avant‑garde literature did not deserve even 
the effort of studying it, one of his disciples, Constantin Emilian, would make it the 
honor to dedicate a doctoral thesis, published in 1932 under the title Anarhismul poetic 
[Poetic Anarchism]. The author pertinently identifies the main characteristics of the 
phenomenon (with its roots in the Symbolism and the Decadence of the nineteenth 
century) – extreme individualism, negation of the classical order, anti‑mimesis, etc. – 
but all these are, in his opinion, negative because they undermine the discursive order 
set up by the old normative poetics (by analogy with political anarchism). Although he 
appreciates the talent of the “extremists” Tristan Tzara, Ilarie Voronca, B. Fundoianu, 
and especially Ion Vinea “in a few isolated productions”, the author of the study reaches 
the same demolishing conclusion as his spiritual master Mihail Dragomirescu, 
formulated even on a more quizzical tone: “The production of these writers does not 
reach – neither by its material nor by its expression – even preliminarily the genuine 
literature. Besides the graphical transcription, it has nothing in common with this. […] 
We are watching the clown‑like acrobatics so tantalizingly performed by these 
pseudo‑literates and we register them as odd documents of the epoch” (Emilian 1932: 
126, my translation).

More reserved in his statements proved to be Eugen Lovinescu, who, an adept of the 
theory of “synchronicity” and of “mutation of aesthetic values”, could not deny the 
innovative phenomena, but was not prepared yet – as he himself frankly admitted in the 
same number of the magazine Licăriri – to legitimate them aesthetically due to his 
“sensibility”, that is, to his classical judgment of taste. Thus, in Istoria literaturii ro-
mâne contemporane (1900-1937) [History of Romanian Contemporary Literature 
(1900‑1937)], he dedicated to the avant‑garde literature a last chapter entitled Curentele 
extremiste [Extremist Schools], in which he mentioned first Ion Vinea and the modernist 
poets grouped around the magazine Sburătorul directed by Lovinescu, namely B. 
Fundoianu, Ilarie Voronca, and Mihail Cosma, starting from the premise that the duty 
of literary history was to register the avant‑garde movements in a “pure informative 
manner”, as a critical study would have been so far “premature by its lack of perspective 
and incompetent by the pretension of the new literature to des‑educate our senses” 
(Lovinescu 1981: 315, my translation). Yet when he briefly analyses the characteristics 
of the poetic works produced by the authors in question, the critic cannot stop himself 
from implicitly making deprecatory judgments similar in principio to those formulated 
by Constantin Emilian. For instance, when he speaks of “the revolutionary character of 
breaking all literary traditions, of absolute freedom” specific to the avant‑garde poetry, 
he considers it to be “a Saturnalic liberty of a drunk slave” (Ibidem: 316, my translation), 
and when he analyses the style of Ilarie Voronca’s poetry, he defines it by “an almost 
prodigious facility of expression in comparisons and metaphors that cancel each other 
just by accumulation” (Ibidem: 321, my translation), so that one can read his poetry 
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“with equal effect, from the beginning to the end or from the end to the beginning” 
(Ibidem: 322, my translation).

If Lovinescu’s judgments of value concerning the avant‑garde poetry remained 
reserved, those produced by G. Călinescu were directly demolishing, and, due to their 
immense influence on the Romanian critics so far, they could explain to a great extent 
the minimizing of the importance of this phenomenon and, of course, the absence of the 
avant‑garde writers from the literary canon. In 1939, the critic published Principii de 
estetică [Principles of Aesthetics], a synthesis of his lectures on poetry held at the 
University of Jassy at that time. Although the mechanisms of avant‑garde poetry are 
precisely dismantled, the author’s conclusions with regard to its aesthetic validity are, 
without exception, negative. Thus, for instance, Dadaism is considered to be nothing 
but pure literary imposture: “A valuable poet may not enter the history of literature 
while a humbug delves into. The Dadaists’ plan has proved to be successful since now 
we deal with them” (Călinescu 1968: 17, my translation). Let us notice that Călinescu’s 
opinion is similar to the one formulated by Constantin Emilian, who, in the study men‑
tioned above, asserted straightforwardly that: “lyrical anarchism, under its hyper‑
modernist aspect, is nothing but the heresies of some intellectual losers who, in order 
to compensate their lack of talent, track only the success of scandal”, and eventually 
launched the radical urge: “Away with pose and farce!” (op. cit.: 185, my translation). 
Călinescu has the same opinion with regard to Urmuz, the precursor and model of the 
Romanian avant‑garde, about whose creations he asserts that: “they cannot exceed the 
limits of the farces”, as: “pure absurdity, even when deliberately brewed, and especially 
then, cannot produce but little comic effect” (op. cit.: 32‑33, my translation). As for the 
futurist poetry, the critic says it is nothing but “a prose”, since it observes “only 
telegraphically the outer reality without perceiving a significant ritual” (Ibidem: 25, my 
translation), and with regard to surrealism he maintains that: “no great poet got out of 
this school, and no valid poetry.” (Ibidem: 42, my translation). Călinescu’s apodictic 
judgments reflect the same classical point of view, transcendental and normative, 
therefore totalitarian. Starting from the premise that: “There is no poetry where there is 
no organization, no structure, in a word, no poetic idea”, the peremptory conclusion of 
the study in question is that: “systematic arbitrary exhausts the spirit and poetry 
demands a sense” (Ibidem: 42, my translation). Therefore, because it followed just the 
programmatic decomposition of the discourse and the negation of the transcendence of 
sense, the avant‑garde poetry could not have aesthetic validity.

Obviously, no other could have been Călinescu’s point of view in Istoria literaturii 
române de la origini până în prezent [History of Romanian Literature from Origins to 
Present], published two years later. Besides the oddity of some labels, such as 
Fundoianu’s and Voronca’s as “traditionalists”, or Iconar poets’ as “surrealists”, the 
author’s judgments of value with regard to the avant‑garde literature are either absent 
or minimizing. Thus, if in the case of Vinea’s or Fundoianu’s poetry he avoids verdicts, 
after Lovinescu’s example, in Voronca’s case we find the same reproaches he had 
brought to the avant‑garde poetry in Principii de estetică: “Ilarie Voronca’s poetry is an 
impressionism systematized in the initial point, but deliberately broken until total 
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abolition of sense and emotion. […] Without asking poetry the order of reality, it is 
necessary to organize the images in a lyric sense.” (Călinescu 1981: 866, my translation) 
Paradoxically, after he had done away with surrealist poetry in Principii de estetică, 
Călinescu appreciates now the quality of surrealist graphic arts in the avant‑garde 
magazines unu [one] and Alge [Algae], especially the works of Victor Brauner and Jules 
Perahim, as they cultivated “the spectral, the dreamy absurd, sometimes the sarcastic.” 
(Ibidem: 891, my translation) Wasn’t he talking about the same aesthetic principles?

After the war, under the circumstances of the officially imposed “socialist realism” 
as unique literary canon, the literary historians and critics could not appreciate the 
importance of the avant‑garde literature more than for its political stake. From the 
aesthetical point of view, its value was considered to be null. For example, one of 
George Călinescu’s disciples, Alexandru Piru, in a study published in 1957 in the 
literary magazine Caiete critice [Critical Notebooks] under the title Suprarealismul 
românesc in primii ani după 1944 [The Romanian Surrealism in the First Years After 
1944], denied surrealism any reason to be, since in the new social order, in which 
everything could be said plainly, the “obscure” poetry (in Hugo Friedrich’s terms) was 
useless. The study will be resumed in 1968, in a volume entitled Panorama deceniului 
literar românesc 1940-1950 [Panorama of the Literary Decade 1940‑1950], of which 
conclusions with regard to surrealist literature are even more radical than those of his 
master, e. g.: “Gellu Naum’s prose of Teribilul interzis is humoristic, but his dreamy 
fantastic is not exempted neither from indecency nor from sinister. […] Released under 
all its forms (inclusively of all contents), poetry loses its reason to be, and other volumes 
by Gellu Naum do not contain anything, neither under the epical nor under the lyrical 
aspect. […] About the two poems by Paul Păun: Plămânul sălbatec and Marea palidă, 
one cannot say but that they start somewhere and end who knows where.” (Piru 1968: 
124‑132, my translation) Obviously, the same critical judgments can be found in Istoria 
literaturii române de la început până azi [History of Romanian Literature from the 
Beginning until Today], published in 1981.

One may say that, by the moment of relative ideological relaxation at the end of the 
seventh decade, the Romanian literary historians and critics had not paid too much 
attention to the avant‑garde. Only in 1969 the former avant‑garde poet Saşa Pană 
published the first anthology of Romanian avant‑garde literature, with an introductive 
study by Matei Călinescu of utmost importance for the acceptance of the phenomenon. 
Starting, after Adrian Marino’s example, from a typological approach to the avant‑garde, 
which he defines exclusively from the perspective of aesthetics1, generalizing its 
polemic, nihilistic character, the critic comes to make judgments of value which are not 
essentially different from those produced by G. Călinescu: if this one had asserted, in 
his literary history, that Urmuz’s “intelligent jokes” had no value in itself, they had only 
“contributed to the enlargement of the aesthetic consciousness” (op. cit.: 889, my trans‑
lation), his descendent with the same name extrapolates this judgment to the entire 
avant‑garde literature, concluding that: “Without playing, in the Romanian literature, a 
role of the magnitude of that played by the movements from other countries, the 
Romanian avant‑garde is not devoid of some important historical merits. It has 



196 The Avant-Garde in Romanian Literary History

substantially contributed to the enlargement of literary consciousness, to the diffe‑
rentiation of aesthetical receptivity: it has prepared both the birth and the understanding 
of new artistic forms.” (Călinescu 1969: 29, my translation) Thus, in M. Călinescu’s 
opinion, one cannot speak of aesthetic value in terms of the avant‑garde poetry, and the 
viable part of some avant‑garde writers’ work (“their genuine literature”) is developed, 
with or without their will, “beyond the strict limits of the avant‑garde”. (Ibidem: 30, my 
translation) The author concludes peremptorily that: “the best creations of poets like 
St. Roll, Saşa Pană, Const. Nisipeanu, etc. are neither Dadaist, nor constructivist, nor 
sur realist, but participate, in the most different ways, to the more free than ever essence 
of lyrics, while the others – no matter how they illustrate one or another avant‑garde 
tendency – do not matter, as they do not enroll in the condition of poetry. (Ibidem, my 
translation) From here to the assertion that avant‑garde in general does not enroll in the 
condition of poetry there is only one step. But, after all, who determines this condition 
and according to which criteria? In any case, Matei Călinescu’s apodictic judgments 
have the character of infallible verdicts, and, in spite of the author’s intentions, even‑
tually condemns the avant‑garde to oblivion.

In general, the critical opinions about the avant‑garde poetry will not be very dif‑
ferent from now on from Matei Călinescu’s. Thus, for instance, in Istoria poeziei 
româneşti [History of Romanian Poetry], Mircea Scarlat dedicates the avant‑garde 
poetry a special chapter in which he defines it as a radical avatar of the “programmatic 
modernism”, for it would have produced “a rich literature of programs, more interesting 
sometimes than the poetry or the prose intended to illustrate the revolutionary 
intentions.” (Scarlat 1986: 17, my translation) In Scarlat’s opinion, what really has value 
in the case of the avant‑garde is the polemical gesture and not the artistic product, so 
that their literature has no aesthetic autonomy, as it could not survive in the absence of 
the reference it denies – the old literature; so, just like in the assassins’ case, the 
avant‑garde poets entered in history due to the prestige of those against whom they had 
headed their guns.” (Ibidem: 29, my translation) It is clear that, starting from the 
prejudice that avant-garde = negation, the author has in mind, for the sake of de‑
monstration, only the case of Dadaism, eluding the rich, though, aesthetically auto‑
nomous literature produced by the other avant‑garde movements. Otherwise, his 
analysis of Romanian avant‑garde poetry stops at the thirties, completely ignoring the 
surrealism manifested especially after the war.

Even more remarkable in this context is the radically different opinion formulated 
by Marin Mincu in the introductory study to the anthology Avangarda literară 
românească [The Romanian Literary Avant‑Garde], published in 1983. Unlike the other 
researchers of the phenomenon, Mincu wants to evaluate it positively at any price, 
criticizing G. Călinescu’s aesthetic (pre)judgments, which he considers to be obsolete, 
in any case inappropriate to their object: “Călinescu’s aesthetic optics, which stops at 
Croceanism, does not admit the evolution of the concept of poetry beyond ‘sense’ and 
‘emotion’. […] Yet Croce’s metaphysical point of view has been exceeded, and 
Călinescu’s formation fixed at that level no longer corresponds to the modern and actual 
conception about poetry as a semiotic and semiozic act.” (Mincu 1983: 36‑37, my 
translation) Observations are relevant up here, the critic also pertinently emphasizing 
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the influence of Călinescu’s judgments on Romanian literary criticism until that time. 
But if this recovery effort of the Romanian avant‑garde is undoubtedly praiseworthy, 
questionable (and amendable) is though the author’s attempt to assimilate it with the 
“experimentalism” theorized by Angelo Guglielmi with strict reference to a lite‑
rary‑artistic phenomenon specific to the sixties, therefore posterior to the historical 
avant‑garde (this seems to be another “protochronist” theory in line of many others 
produced at that time). 

Probably no other Romanian literary historian or critic has played so far a more 
important role in the research of the Romanian avant‑garde than Ion Pop. In 1969, the 
year when Saşa Pană’s anthology appeared, he published the first detailed study 
dedicated to this phenomenon, Avangardismul poetic românesc [The Romanian 
Avant‑Garde Poetry], a quasi‑exhaustive analysis which has remained of reference in 
its research until today. The author did his best to rehabilitate the avant‑garde, and he 
has remained faithful to this project by now, publishing many other studies, anthologies 
and translations in the field of avant‑garde literature. Let us notice though that even Ion 
Pop refuses to perceive the avant‑garde otherwise than as an aesthetic phenomenon. 
Moreover, in spite of the just observations and pertinent analysis, he remains rather 
skeptical about the value of this literature, not daring to enter, like Marin Mincu, into 
flagrant contradiction with G. Călinescu and the illustrious plethora of critics that have 
followed. Although the specific differences between the avant‑garde poetic discourse 
and the traditional one are pertinently emphasized, the critic looks at them with some 
reserve, considering them to be rather deviations from the canon than a different 
aesthetic paradigm, equally viable. Although it avoids peremptory judgments and 
axiological verdicts, I. Pop’s analysis implicitly comes to the conclusion that, since it 
cannot arouse “sublime” moods, “high” emotions, the avant‑garde poetry is not com‑
patible with “the great literature”. Otherwise, in an article published in 1994, the critic 
seemed to be not far from the conclusions formulated by Matei Călinescu: “Its 
dimensions and impact in the field of literature must not be, of course, exaggerated, but 
it must be recognized the fact that the manifestations of the avant‑garde offered 
examples of aesthetic and social nonconformity, its programs and works – of unequal 
value – it proposed participating in the renewal of the perspectives towards poetic 
language, in the enrichment of the imaginary of Romanian poetry.” (Pop 1994: 25, my 
translation) Would that mean that the avant‑garde is valuable only because of these 
“contributions”?

Although doubtlessly much less important than the aesthetic criterion, the ethnic 
factor also had a negative influence on the evaluation of the avant‑garde literature. Not 
only E. Lovinescu, but also G. Călinescu, C. Emilian, and many others critics of that 
time considered appropriate to emphasize, in their studies dedicated to the avant‑garde, 
the large percentage of Jewish authors and the role of maximum importance played by 
them. Thus, for instance, C. Emilian, in the study mentioned above, remarked “the 
active role of the Semitic element in triggering and amplifying the anarchic current, as 
well as in determining the relationships of solidarity between the modernist currents in 
each country.” (op. cit.: 32, my translation) In turn, E. Lovinescu signaled, in Istoria 
literaturii române contemporane, the fact that most of the avant‑garde writers were 
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Jews, but in his opinion this was not an impediment to the acceptance of their works, 
on the contrary: “Far from being harmful, the presence of this agent may be welcome: 
the millennial paths of the world are so immutable that the possibility of an infinitesimal 
deviation from its axis is not a danger.” (op. cit.: 316‑317, my translation) A different 
opinion on this subject had G. Călinescu, whose literary history appeared in a quite 
ticklish moment (1941), when anti‑Semitism had become State policy in Romania. The 
book ends with a chapter about the “national specific”, in which, among other things, 
we find out that: “The Jews, few by a natural proportion, present here like in all 
literatures, remain a factor outside the racial circle, making the connection between 
national and universal. […] In literature, they are always informed, newsmongers of the 
newest stuff, anticlassicists, modernists, troubled by questions. They compensate the 
inertia of tradition and make it revise itself. Their sincere humanitarianism modifies in 
the sense of a Christian view from above a conservatory spirit which can degenerate 
into obtuseness. These qualities are related to their typical defects: total carelessness for 
creation as an aim, exaggerated “life for life’s sake”, negation of criticism (which we, 
constructive race, do need), humanitarianism pushed up to negation of our national 
notes. By this lack of tact, here and everywhere, the Jews draw upon them all lightings.” 
(op. cit.: 976, my translation) Anti‑Semitism is, therefore, perfectly justified and 
inevitable. Although the critic tries to remain, at least in appearance, neutral, objective, 
without making flagrant discriminations (for instance, he doesn’t treat the Jewish 
literature in a separate chapter and generally recognizes its qualities), we can notice 
everywhere in his analysis the operation of the same racist prejudice, inexcusable today 
but, unfortunately, very natural when the book was published.

Naturally, the anti‑Semitic prejudices were influenced to a great extent by the 
political engagement of the avant‑garde in the extreme left, which explains the dis‑
reputable label of “artistic Bolshevism”, very popular in that epoch. Yet the issue of 
avant‑garde’s policy, which Western literary historians like Peter Bürger or Renato 
Poggioli consider to be even the defining dimension of the avant‑garde’s project, has 
been, with regard to the Romanian avant‑garde, ignored or even contested by the 
Romanian researchers due to a regrettable, even if explainable, idiosyncrasy, and when 
it was eventually recognized, the old prejudices and conceptual clichés led to the idea 
that the avant‑garde’s political engagement was an unfortunate accident and that the 
political stakes of the avant‑garde literature in the fourth decade would have removed 
from discussion its aesthetic value. Nicolae Manolescu, for instance, in the chapter 
Avangarda. Politizarea literaturii [The Avant‑Garde. The Politicization of Literature] 
of the recent book Istoria critică a literaturii române [The Critical History of Romanian 
Literature], accuses the avant‑garde of double betrayal, proving thus an aesthetic [or 
“east‑ethic”] purism even more radical than that of his predecessors: “It’s somewhat 
surprising that the grotesque Marxism of the last avant‑garde writers passed almost 
unnoticed. Had it been paid proper attention, it would have been noticed the double 
betrayal of the modernist project of reform, and their radicalism would have been 
evaluated with more circumspection: on the one hand, the abandonment of the 
ontological and metaphysical in favor of the verbal revolution, on the other hand, the 
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degradation of high protestation in a low materialistic policy.” (Manolescu 2008: 823, 
my translation) 

It results in conclusion that, in principle, the Romanian researchers have so far 
perceived literary history as a monolithic construction in‑formed by the idea of the 
aesthetic value of the texts written in the national language and within their own ethnic, 
geographic and cultural boundaries, marginalizing and even excluding the literary facts 
that did not fit into these patterns. The thesis of aesthetic autonomy has functioned so 
far as the main factor in structuring the discourse of Romanian literary history and 
criticism, the authors even getting, in the last decades of the communist regime (for 
otherwise normal reasons) to elude deliberately the extra‑aesthetic factors in the analysis 
of the phenomena in question. Secondly, the aesthetic canon of Romanian literature has 
been built in principle after a classical judgment of taste suggested by E. Lovinescu in 
Istoria literaturii române contemporane and apodictically formulated by G. Călinescu 
in Principii de estetică, namely that poetry demands, as a condition sine qua non, a 
structure, an “organization”, that is, a “poetic idea”; therefore, the avant‑garde poetry, 
since no longer satisfies that criterion (it does not enroll in “the condition of poetry”, 
after M. Călinescu), cannot be interesting from the aesthetical point of view.

Also to G. Călinescu we probably owe the ethnocentric prejudice that literature must 
reflect the “national specific”, therefore the literary canon should let out the writers of 
other ethnicities (thus, although he does not exclude them from his literary history, his 
judgments of value with regard to the Romanian writers of Jewish origin are in general 
minimizing).

According to L. Hutcheon and M. J. Valdés (Rethinking Literary History: A Dialogue 
on Theory, 2002), a monolithic construction of national literary history risks to 
marginalize and even to exclude the literary works of the authors who do not express 
themselves within the national boundaries in other languages or according to other 
cultural traditions. Therefore, we need now to re‑think (re‑consider) the criteria of 
literary history, and even the mere concept of literature in order to abandon all prejudices 
and to avoid any discrimination. The history of literature is in fact the multiple and 
complex histories not only of its production but also of its reception; on the other hand, 
it must study the dialectics of past and present, reconsidering the old conceptual frames 
from actual perspective. The avant‑garde represents, undoubtedly, a very interesting 
phenomenon that must be eventually analyzed from multiple perspectives, the aesthetic 
being only one of them. Therefore, the history of literature should study not only the 
avant‑garde literature as such, but also the social, economical and political contexts of 
its production, as well as the problem of its impact on later writers (one of the few 
authors who approached to this topic, Marcel Cornis‑Pope, in The Unfinished Battles 
(1998), belongs to a different epistemological paradigm). It means that all directions of 
research (sociological, political, anthropological, semiotic etc.) are welcome and even 
necessary for a better understanding of the phenomenon, for, as Hayden White 
maintained in Interpretation of History (1973), the accent must shift from its validation 
to the signification it had in the context of its appearance (it is therefore to study, more 
than the immanent textual mechanisms, the relations between texts and the contexts of 
production and reception). Let us notice that there is a good start in this respect, 
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represented by the latest studies of Paul Cernat, Rodica Ilie, and other younger 
researchers. Nevertheless, these approaches leave unsolved the problem of the aesthetic 
value of the avant‑garde literature, which should be settled at last starting exactly from 
the question of the specificity of its language. Therefore, we are still waiting for an ideal 
history of the Romanian avant‑garde literature.

NOTE

1 As expected under totalitarianism, the refuge on the territory of aesthetics and the prudent refusal of any 
political implications of literary debates is a major characteristic of the Romanian criticism during 
Ceauşescu regime. 
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