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Introduction


Cornelia Bodea’s 85th birthday has brought a flurry of welldeserved accolades,1 to which the contributors to this volume hereby add their own sincere congratulations as well.


It has been Cornelia Bodea’s good fortune and misfortune to have spanned four critical epochs in Romanian history (the Interwar era, World War II, the Communist era, and now, the post-Communist period). One wonders what she would have accomplished had it not been for the vicissitudes of a twentieth century life in Romania. Of course, the historian cannot dwell on “what if.” On the other hand, Cornelia Bodea the historian was formed and tempered in the crucible of her country’s off-times tortuous development during the past century, a tempering that fostered her tenacious commitment to truth and the power of historical analysis, while never shaking her confidence in her people and their place in history. She takes justifiable pride in having been the student and assistant of Nicolae Iorga and Gh.I. Brătianu, whose world-class historiographical activities she has continued. And it is no exaggeration to say that they in turn would have taken pride in the meticulous but wide-ranging historical work of their protege.


Cornelia Bodea, indeed, exceeded both of her mentors as an encourager, exponent, and tireless contributor to Romanian-American-British scholarly relations from the first thaw in the 1960s, when the first considerable generation of Americans and Britons went to work on Romanian history, on up to the present day, when she delivered one of the keynote lectures at the Fourth International Congress on Romanian Studies in Suceava in July 2001.2 Her memorable participation in the 1966 Indiana University Habsburg Conference organized by Charles and Barbara Jelavich was a sign of an all-too-brief thaw in the domestic Romanian political situation, but it marked the beginning of what became regular scholarly visits to the West over the next four decades.


Through the difficulties of the succeeding years, Cornelia Bodea became a bellwether of Romanian-American-British exchanges, teaching at Ohio State, Boston College, and Columbia University, becoming a frequent participant in meetings and sessions of the Society for Romanian Studies, and mentoring many American and British scholars. In addition, she was a frequent representative and spokesperson for her country at international historical gatherings.


Since 1989, her contributions to Romanian historical scholarship has been suitably recognized by election to membership in the Romanian Academy and at the 1993 Second International Congress on Romanian Studies in Iaşi, where she was honored by the SRS for her contributions. In addition to her prolific activities at the Academy, she has been a mainstay at all of the post-1989 International Congresses on Romanian Studies (Iaşi, Cluj, and Suceava) as well as at the International Conferences of the Center for Romanian Studies in Iaşi — of which she is also a member of the board of directors — to mention just a few items from an exhausting vita.


The studies in this volume, apart from the contribution dedicated to the work of Cornelia Bodea, are arranged in chronological order. They range from an effort to elucidate the image of Napoleon as seen by Polish participants in Napoleon’s failed Russian invasion, to a study on the development of the Albanian national consciousness, in which Romania also played a role, to an illuminating study of the image of Romania found in the classic 11th edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, to World War I, to British cultural policy in Romania, to post-World War II Romanian-American relations, to a study of the contemporary Transnistrian dispute. The scope of these studies reflect in a way, the range of Cornelia Bodea’s own work, which has dealt with grand themes of Romanian national development, cultural history, and Romanian diplomatic history, combining painstaking discovery and elaboration of apparently small, but significant details along with the publication of important documentary and other resource materials.


This book, then, represents a tribute to Cornelia Bodea, Academician, scholar, professor, teacher, and, above all, friend and colleague to three generations of American and British students of the Romanian past and culture. In the end, it is a small way of saying thank you to Cornelia Bodea for her contributions to Romanians studies, to Anglo-American-Romanian scholarly relations, and to the continuing process of elaborating the Romanian past in a way that makes it accessible and understandable to the international scholarly community as well as her own people.


Paul E. Michelson


Kurt W. Treptow










1 Among others, Alexandru Zub, “Acad. Cornelia Bodea — vocaţie şi rigoare,” Dacia Literară, N.S. Vol. 12, 2001, Nr. 41, p. 11, and Ştefan Ştefănescu, “O viaţă absorbită de un singur gând: dragostea de ţară,” Academica, Vol. 11, April 2001, Nr. 6, pp. 32 ff. See also Dumitru Vitcu, “Demnitatea istoricului: Academician Cornelia Bodea la 80 de ani,” Anuarul Institutului de Istorie A.D. Xenopol, Vol. 33, 1996, pp. 512-514.



2 Not coincidentally, her subject was Romanian-American scholarly relations.












Cornelia Bodea and the History of the Emergence of Modern Romania


Paul E. Michelson


Huntington College


I. Introduction


This would be a fitting and appropriate occasion to celebrate Cornelia Bodea’s noteworthy and long term contributions to Romanian-American scholarly relations over the last four decades, ranging from her Fulbright lectureships at Boston College and Ohio State University, to her mentoring of and personal kindnesses to numerous American scholars (including the undersigned), to her frequent participation in the meetings and activities of the Society for Romanian Studies. However, it is also the case that she would be the first to object to such attention since she has always firmly and pointedly sought to have her scholarship and not herself made the object of scrutiny and analysis. These objections are not merely due to a becoming personal modestly; they also owe to what may now appear in our allegedly post-modernist age to be an outmoded conviction that such attention constitutes a kind of academic ad hominem because it diverts our attention away from the scholarship and directs it toward the scholar. In this Cornelia Bodea is a stalwart opponent of what C.S. Lewis labeled “the Personal Heresy,” the fallacious idea that we should give as much attention to the biography of writers as we do their actual works.1


Given the highly charged and often poisoned intellectual atmosphere of Eastern Europe, where personal attack and innuendo, unfortunately, are vastly preferred to the rational consideration of ideas and contentions, and where public discourse often fatally shifts our focus from the argument to the arguer, perhaps it is time for us to applaud such unfashionable convictions. In the end, as David Hackett Fischer has pointed out, an ad hominem debate is one in “which everybody loses: players, referees, spectators, and all.”2


This does not mean that Cornelia Bodea ever shied away from a debate or stood placidly by in a historical argument. Both her work and her lively participation in historical conferences have been arguments to the contrary and an affirmation of an idealist credo of history. History, she once told me, could not be a science (as the Marxists claimed). As a consequence, it has to be pursued with unsparing rigor.


II. The Historical Scholarship of Cornelia Bodea


A. Our focus here, therefore, must be on the historical scholarship of Cornelia Bodea. Put simply and succinctly, the matters that have been the major focus of her work over the last half century now constitute the basis for present day analysis of the modern history of the Romanian people between 1830 and 1867.3 This oeuvre, the painstaking product of laborious and meticulous archival explorations, is concentrated in three principal areas:


a.The national struggle of the Romanian people between 1834 and 1849;


b.The Romanian 1848;


c.Romanian political life between 1848 and 1867, internally and in exile, in both the Danubian Principalities and Transylvania.


What follows begins with a brief review of the second and third of these central contributions. Then we will turn to a closer analysis of the first area, that dealing with the emergence of the Romanian national movement up to 1849. It should also be noted that this is not to minimize Prof. Bodea’s important scholarly efforts in other areas and on other topics.4 However, it is her role as the pioneer of contemporary study of the Romanian national genesis that, in my opinion, constitutes her most significant contribution to Romanian historiography and it is that which occupies our attention here.5


B. The Romanian 1848 has, of course, occupied a major place in the scholarly work of Cornelia Bodea. In addition to her 1967 discussion of 1848, examined more fully below,6 she is the creator of the massive documentary history 1848 la Români, published between 1982 and 1998 in three volumes and totaling over two thousand pages.7


1848 la Români is a uniquely organized work, attempting to tell the tale of the complex and myriad events of 1848 through original documents “in a single historical vision of the history of the 1848 Romanian revolution as it unfolded across the entire extent of the Romanian lands.”8 Her intention is to provide a synthesis of the 1848 era in Romania that at the same time allows the reader to come to grips himself or herself with the issues and the evidence.


Extensive indices and comprehensive tables of contents/chronology (the latter in both Romanian and English) facilitate use of these volumes, while the author’s device of providing marginal annotations makes it easy both to skim and to find relevant documents.


The first two volumes are organized into three parts — Preconditions, the Revolution, Epilogue/Perspectives. Interestingly, these coincide with the three principal areas of Prof. Bodea’s contribution to nineteenth century Romanian history identified above. The third volume presents some 117 reflections of contemporaries on the events of 1848. Many of the documents included in these volumes have never been published or only published in part.9 In addition, preference is given to publication of the entire document, rather than just excerpts; this is both somewhat unusual and highly commendable. Each of the three volumes also contains a treasure of iconographic materials.


What conclusions does the author draw from this painstaking aggregation of sources? First, that there was a sense of unity in both idea and aim among the Romanian leadership and people prior to and during 1848, whether they were in Moldova, Muntenia, or Transylvania. This unity was reflected in a commitment to the pursuit of national justice and rights, to social and political liberty, to national unity and union.10 The theme of Romanian unity has been a persistent thread in Cornelia Bodea’s scholarly work.11 It will appear again below in our analysis of the other primary facets of her work.


At the same time, she insists that the Romanian revolution of 1848 was part and parcel of its European context. This context cannot not be neglected or ignored. The revolution itself was both simultaneous and pluralistic in nature. It unfolded in the Romanian lands “as a simultaneous and unitary action,” yet each area (Moldova, Muntenia, and Transylvania) had its own particularities and emphases.12 Lastly, though the revolutions failed, the events presented here are identified as the prelude to the emergence in 1859 of the first Romanian state.13 It is safe to say that all future study of 1848 will owe a good deal to these three volumes.


C. The development of Romanian political life following the harrowing events of 1848 constitutes the third area of Prof. Bodea’s scholarly untangling of Romanian national emergence. Her work on the 1848-1867 era has illuminated several substantial problems and themes, including the activities of the Romanian exiles between 1848 and 1857, political life in the Romanian Principalities in the run-up to the double election of Prince Cuza between 1855-1859, and the post-1848 development of Transylvania between 1848 and 1867.


The most important of these is her prolonged and, unfortunately, uncompleted study of the Romanian exile movement.


Unhappily, her monumental work on Emigraţia românilor după 1848 şi unitatea naţională, focusing on the exiles’ correspondence, remains in manuscript. However, a general synthesis was partially published in her 1960 study “Lupta pentru unire a revoluţionarilor exilaţi de la 1848,”14 in portions of her 1964 “Perioada de reacţiune de după 1848. Continuarea luptei pentru înlăturarea puterii politice şi economice feudale din Moldova şi Ţara Românească,”15 and in her “Stări de spirit revoluţionare în Transilvania şi Banat după revoluţie [1848],”16 dealing with Transylvanian exiles. In addition, Prof. Bodea has published a series of articles devoted to the work of the Romanian exiles between 1848 and 1857, including: “Din activitatea revoluţionară a ‘Junimii Române,’ de la Paris între 1851-1853,” Studii, Vol. 14 (1961), pp. 1169-1183; “Cîteva ecouri ale propagandei unioniste în Apus între 1856-1857,” in: E. Condurachi, ed., Omagiu lui P. Constantinescu-Iaşi cu prilejul împlinirii a 70 de ani, Bucureşti, Editura Academiei, 1965, pp. 497-503; “Curente şi opinii în sînul emigranţilor de la 1848. I. Memoriile colonelului N. Pleşoianu,” Studia et acta musei Nicolae Bălcescu, Vol. 2, 1970-1971, pp. 377-434; “Cu Iancu Alecsandri în Anglia şi Scoţia la 1850,” Studii, Vol. 24, 1971, pp. 265-288; “între memorialistică şi document,” Manuscriptum, Vol. 3, 1972, Nr. 2, pp. 8-11; and “Préparatifs roumains pour une nouvelle révolution après 1848,” Nouvelles etudes d’histoire, Vol. 6, 1980, Pt. 2, pp. 39-53.


Lastly, Prof. Bodea has extensively examined what she considers to be the pivotal role of Nicolae Bălcescu in the Romanian emigration. This includes the following: “Corespondenţa inedită privind activitatea lui N. Bălcescu în anii 1851-52,” Studii, Vol. 9, 1956, pp. 117-144; “Călătoria lui Bălcescu pe Dunăre in 1852,” Studii, Vol. 10, 1957, pp. 161-171; “Bălcescu în 1849, 1851. Marginalii inedite,” Studia et acta musei Nicolae Bălcescu, Vol. 1, 1969, pp. 25-37; “Curente şi opinii în sînul emigranţilor de la 1848. II. Duelul Chr. Tell-N. Bălcescu,” Studia et acta musei Nicolae Bălcescu, Vol. 3, 1973-1974, Nr. 5-6, pp. 185-216; ‘“Cîntarea României’ în dubla versiune tipografică la 1850: Paris şi Sibiu,” Revista de istorie, Vol. 32, 1979, pp. 1691-1706; and “1850. ‘Cîntarea României’ la Paris şi Sibiu,” Magazin istoric, Vol. 18, 1984, Nr. 11, pp. 37-39, Nr. 12, pp. 28-31.


Cornelia Bodea’s second major contribution to the history of the period between 1848 and the initial achievement of Romanian unity in 1859 is her edition of Documente privind unirea principatelor; Vol. III: Corespondenţa politică (1855-1859)17 This work is a collection of 400 + documents accompanied by a detailed introductory study, resumes of each document, explanatory notes, and comprehensive indices. The principal conclusion drawn by Prof. Bodea in this work is that the social-economic development of the first part of the nineteenth century and the events of the Romanian 1848 not only solidified the idea of Romanian unity; at the same time they made such unity appear as a necessary next step in Romanian development.18 The volume covers significant internal and external activities by the unionist Romanian elite toward this end in the waning days of the Crimean War, the conflicts of this elite with reactionary portions of the aristocracy, with separatist elements, and even among themselves, and key activities leading up to the double election of Prince Cuza in 1859 in Moldova and Muntenia, including the elections of the ad hoc Divans, peasant unrest, the critical elections of 5 and 24 January 1859, and the conclusive investiture of Cuza by the Ottoman suzerain at the end of 1859.


Finally, for the 1848-1867 period, there is her synthetic treatment of the fate of Transylvania under Habsburg rule between 1848 and the Ausgleich of 1867 which ended Transylvanian autonomy, published in 1961 in Din istoria Transilvaniei,19 and amplified since then in a series of articles, including her “Iacob Mureşanu interogat de poliţia habsburgică [1851],” Manuscriptum, Vol. 3, 1972, Nr. 4, pp. 112-123, “1851: Iacob Mureşanu în faţa autorităţilor habsburgice,” Magazin istoric, Vol. 13, 1979, Nr. 11, pp. 21-24, and three pieces jointly written with Iosif Kovacs: “Les Roumains de la monarchie des Habsbourgs et le compromis de 1867,” Revue Roumaine d’histoire, Vol. 7, 1968, pp. 359-370, “Les Roumains de la Monarchie des Habsbourg et le Compromis de 1867,”


in: Ludovit Holotik, ed., Der Osterreichisch-ungarische Ausgleich 1867, Bratislava, Verlag der Slowakischen Akademie de Wissenschaften, 1971, pp. 266-277, and “Românii din monarhia Habsburgilor şi compromisul din 1867,” in: Ştefan Pascu, ed., Românii din Transilvania împotriva dualismului Austro-ungar (1865-1900), Cluj-Napoca, Editura Dacia, 1978, pp. 30-37. These works trace the disappointing aftermath of the 1848 revolutions for the Romanians in the Habsburg lands — when they (and the Croats) were rewarded for their support of the Monarchy with the same treatment as the Magyars were given as punishment for revolting against it. This sad story, of course, culminated in the Ausgleich of 1867, when Transylvania was incorporated into the Hungarian Kingdom.


III. The Romanian National Struggle, 1834-1849


A. Cornelia Bodea’s most powerful and influential work is unquestionably her pioneering monograph, Lupta românilor pentru unitatea naţională, 1834-1849.20 As the title indicates, this book is a study of the emergence of the Romanian national movement in the nineteenth century, culminating in the events of the Romanian 1848.21 The book is divided into two parts: the pre-revolutionary stage, 1834-1848, and the revolutionary era itself, 1848-1849.


It should be underlined at the outset that the book is not a political history of the Romanians in the period, but a study of the development, actions, and vicissitudes of the Romanian national movement between 1834 and 1849. Many of the episodes discussed in this work were first brought to light by Prof. Bodea, who has a remarkable touch for pursuing indistinct and intricate lines of thought through archival mazes. Other matters dealt with in this work were relatively little known or previously presented only in a fragmentary or unintegrated form. Her great merit, apart from the spade work necessary to digging these things out, has been to integrate them in a satisfying and coherent account.


Part I of the book is divided into five segments. The first segment deals with the incipient national movement between 1834 and 1840. Prof. Bodea begins with the Republica Română unită effort in the Banat in 1834 connected with the work of Adolf David, moves on to describe the work of the revolutionary circle set up in Paris by young Romanians from the Romanian Principalities of Moldova and Muntenia in 1835, and concludes with a discussion of the impact of numerous cross-Carpathian visits (such as the 1836 visit of Timotei Cipariu and George Bărițiu in Muntenia and Nicolae Bălcescu’s visits to the Banat). She skillfully shows how these efforts interacted with the revolutionary activities of other East European nationalities, especially the Poles.


Of course, such meetings attracted the unfavorable attention of the Habsburg authorities; Prof. Bodea was the first to thoroughly investigate and publish these police reports, which provide a highly informative perspective on the Romanian national movement. The roster of those related to the Parisian circle (Ion Câmpineanu, Ion Ghica, the Golescus, the Brătianus, Nicolae Kretzulescu, Mihail Kogălniceanu, Al.I. Cuza, Bălcescu, and others) is a veritable who’s who of the Romanian national movement in the principalities and demonstrates how far back the preconditions to the moments of 1848 and 1859 reach. The segment concludes with a discussion of the 1839 attempt by the Muntenian nationalists to set up a legal entity to promote the national movement, the Societatea pentru învăţătura poporului român, which was the first of many such cultural societies to be established, and a precursor of a main modality for spreading the Romanian national awakening and awareness.


The second segment deals with the development of a common revolutionary program in the three principal Romanian lands, Moldova, Muntenia, and Transylvania, following the suppression of Câmpineanu’s conspiratorial movement in 1840. Included here is the signaling of the significant role of the Romanophile French journalist J.A. Vaillant, an intimate of Bălcescu, Ion Ghica, and Kogălniceanu, and author in 1844 of a three volume treatise La Roumanie (Paris); coverage of the organization of a Romanian circle in Vienna (mentored by Eudoxiu Hurmuzaki); and discussion of George Bariţiu’s role as the energetic editor of Gazeta de Transilvania and Foaie pentru minte, inimă, şi literatură, both with numerous collaborators on both sides of the Carpathians. Again, Prof. Bodea is able to weave these matters into a subtle tapestry.


Another secret society soon was hatched in Muntenia. This was Frăţia, which involved most of the Parisian students and which screened its activities with the establishment of the Societatea Literară în București in 1843. By 1845, numerous other cultural fora had been established, including the Asociaţia literară a României în Bucureşti, the Societatea Studenţilor Români din Paris, Bălcescu and A.T. Laurian’s Magazinu istoric pentru Dacia. Prof. Bodea concludes: “The flame which was lighted in 1839, which flickered in 1843-1844, burned brightly in 1845 with the rising, unified forces of Transylvania, Muntenia, and Moldova.”22


Frăţia not only had links with and echoes in Transylvania (e.g., Eftimie Murgu’s movement in the Banat; the publication by Bariţiu of Kogălniceanu’s incendiary inaugural address at the Academia Mihăileană in Iaşi) and Moldova (e.g., the meeting at Costachi Negri’s estate in Minjina), but also renewed the Romanians’ contacts with Polish revolutionary circles led by Prince Czartoryski.


The words of one of Murgu’s collaborators, “Now we want to be, and we will be, masters in our own country,” are highlighted by Prof. Bodea as the direct precursor of the message of Blaj in 1848: “We want to be united with our Motherland.”23


The third segment begins in 1846. For all the strides previously made by the national movement, things did not go well. In both Moldova and Muntenia, schisms broke out in the “national party” and opportunities presented by rural unrest in Moldova were lost. In Transylvania, Bariţiu’s publications were forced to take a much lower profile, in part to defend against the suspicions of Imperial police and censors. With the growth of repression at home, the center of activity returned once more to Paris. These developments are treated by Prof. Bodea in the fourth segment of Part I.


The Societatea studenţilor români din Paris again assumed the cultural and propagandistic burden. Their relatively greater freedom in the French capital and the increasingly evident need for the Romanians from Moldova and Muntenia to work together were effective spurs to unified action. The major names appear in documents and police records once more: Kogălniceanu, Ion Ionescu de la Brad, C.A. Rosetti, the Brătianus, the Golescus, Bălcescu, Ion Ghica, C. Negri. Further, the young Romanians now won the support and patronage of liberal French luminaries such as A. Lamartine, Jules Michelet, and Edgar Quinet, as well as the Polish firebrand Adam Mickiewicz.


It was in this atmosphere that Bălcescu emerged once more as a principal animating force of the Romanian national movement.24 Prof. Bodea considers Bălcescu’s 1847 New Year’s address to be the “political manifesto, the revolutionary catechism, the ideological weapon of the fight for the social and national rights of the entire Romanian people on the eve of 1848.” As a consequence, she emphasizes Bălcescu’s view that “Our goal can be nothing other than the national unity of the Romanians. First, unity of ideas and feelings, which will later bring about political unification” and underlines his belief that Romanian society as a whole, not just a few individuals, needed to be regenerated.25


At the same time, Prof. Bodea introduces another thread: exploration of contacts and influence at the Ottoman Porte. Ion Ghica was charged with pursuing contacts in Istanbul, partly with the hope that the Ottoman Empire might be favorably disposed to the Romanian national movement, given that the Habsburgs and Tsarist Russia opposed it, and partly because of the support of the Ottomans for the Poles. This, too, becomes a prominent theme in Romanian development up to 1871.


The final segment of Part I deals with the evolving concept of Romanian unity in pre-revolutionary programmatic statements, which Prof. Bodea turns to describe and analyze. The influence of the Czartoryski-led Poles again played a role here as did the French journalist (Revue des deux mondes) Hippolyte Desprez, who became one of the most prominent supporters of the Romanian national movement between 1847 and 1850. During this period, she shows, Czartoryski promoted the idea of Slovak-Hungarian-Romanian collaboration.


Desprez, following a visit to Transylvania and Muntenia, came to emphasize the need for social reform in the Romanian lands as well as the dangers of Magyar national particularism.


All of this, Prof. Bodea notes, corresponded with the main lines of the pre-1848 Romanian program. Bălcescu identified three “parties” in the Romanian Principalities: the “Fanariot party,” complete reactionaries who followed the Russian line, the “Old Boyars party,” who supported the princes, but not necessarily the Russians, and the “Youth party,” who supported the unity of all Romanians (if possible, probably beginning with Moldova and Muntenia) and social reformism. At the same time, the youth party did not call into question Ottoman suzerainty and even appeared willing to support the current Moldovan and Muntenian princes if the latter could be persuaded to pursue a national policy. Finally, Prof. Bodea reviews the interest of the Romanian youth party in the possibility of a confederative solution for the Habsburg lands and European Turkey.


The last preliminary stage involved the participation of Romanians in Paris in the events leading up to the French Revolution of 1848. Obviously, the atmosphere of late 1847 and early 1848 in France was infectious. When the revolution broke out in the French capital, as Prof. Bodea details, Bălcescu, Rosetti, the Brãtianu brothers, Negri, and others were present in Paris and participated enthusiastically in the rebellion against Louis Philippe. Then following a series of meetings, they decided to return to their homeland to seek concrete fulfillment of the plans and hopes which had been in the making for the last two decades.


Prof. Bodea concludes Part I with a discussion of the surprising failure of the Romanians to even mention the idea of “integral territorial unity” in late 1847 and early 1848.26 The focus seems to have been on action in the individual Romanian lands, with Moldovans and Muntenians supporting each other and with Transylvania as a refuge in the event of failure. However, Prof. Bodea argues that prudence and emphasis on short run goals rather than abandonment of the unificationist desideratum accounts for this avoidance of Daco-Romanian unity themes. The long run goal remained the re-establishment of the “Dacian state.” National unification was the “political watchword” of the national movement of the era, only the eventual means to this end remained a secret.27


C. The second part of the book deals with the events of 1848, pursuing the theme of struggle for unification rather than being a history of the Romanian 1848 as such. The first segment (of five) deals with the situation in each of the three Romanian lands in March and April of 1848. Contact between Paris and the homeland was difficult at best in the turmoil of the revolution sweeping the continent. The vision of “Daco-Romania” was a powerful force across the Romanian lands, Prof. Bodea contends, but the local circumstances made for widely varied outcomes. The relatively unsuccessful movement in Moldova — which was crushed before it even launched — left behind a considerable legacy, she writes. Indeed, the Moldovans’ dispersal following 27 March/8 April, especially to Bucovina and Transylvania, made an important contribution to developments in the other Romanian lands in 1848.28


For the Muntenians, the road to revolution proved more difficult than the Parisian idealists had anticipated. Of particular interest to Prof. Bodea’s theme was their discussions of possible collaboration with the Romanians “across the mountains,” coordination with the putative Polish uprising, and the need for caution. Though explicit statements of their intent are hard to find, Prof. Bodea finds ample evidence in Habsburg documents and sources. In the words of the Austrian consul in Bucureşti, Timoni, the principal goal of the revolutionaries was “the union of the entire Romanian people in a Dacian empire.”29 Prof. Bodea concludes: “From all of this, emerges the fact that one can speak of an orientation of the Romanian revolution on a pan-Romanian basis,” even before the arrival of the Parisian students.30


The second segment of Part II explores the development of the idea of national unity between May and June 1848. The major event, of course, was the great gathering at Blaj on 3/15 May 1848. Habsburg police files are utilized here to both trace the movements of Romanian nationalists as well as to provide some insights into their ideas. The active attendance of various non-Transylvanian Romanians at Blaj (such as Alecu Russo, Al.I. Cuza, Vasile Alecsandri, and others) further contributed to the idea of union and unity, while the Blaj assembly, in the words of Prof. Bodea, constituted a kind of Romanian “plebiscite and oath.”31


Initiatives to raise armed and diplomatic support for the Transylvanians (by Bălcescu and Russo among others) proved unsuccessful. Much more productive was the propaganda campaign unleashed in the Transylvanian Romanian press, a subject assiduously explored by Prof. Bodea. This campaign both mirrored and contributed to a rising tide of Romanian national optimism in mid-1848. The initial success of the Muntenian revolution in June also reinforced this unity, as Transylvanian volunteers came to support the provisional government in Bucureşti.


The third segment focuses on an investigation and discussion of the expansion and solidification of the Romanian “national idea” across the Romanian lands in June-September 1848. The key event was the acquiescence by the Habsburgs to the ending of Transylvanian autonomy and its incorporation into Hungary. This, combined with subsequent various acts of violence and force on both sides, meant the end of any Romanian-Magyar cooperation.32


The Romanian leadership called for a national congress, which could speak for the Romanian population, promote a unified pan-Romanian front, and support the waning Muntenian revolution. Once again, Prof. Bodea carefully pieces together the fragmentary documentary remains to provide a panorama of the national movement and its activities, be they in Vienna, Sibiu, Paris, or Bucureşti.


The tactical debates failed in the face of increasing Magyar intransigence, Imperial vacillation, and the crushing of the Muntenian revolution. Unfortunately for the Romanian national cause, Prof. Bodea concludes, “the course of the revolution in Muntenia demonstrated the prematurity of the ‘Dacian dream.’”33 A temporary retreat was indicated. With the failure in Muntenia, the focus shifted back to Transylvania (along with numerous revolutionary youth fleeing the Turkish occupation). Unhappily, Transylvania was about to slip into a multipartite civil war. The third Blaj gathering in September 1848 marked — in Prof. Bodea’s analysis of the long-neglected Memoriul of 14/26 September 1848 — a change in the Romanian national movement. The Memoriul not only spoke in the name of Romanians everywhere; it also set in motion a “centrifugal movement” which would eventually lead to “a national unitary state, the state of the Romanian people.”34 It was also at Blaj in September that the implacable Avram Iancu assumed the center stage in the Transylvanian 1848.


The fate of the Romanian national movement following the demise of the Muntenian revolution is the subject of the fourth segment of Part II. Prof. Bodea begins by explaining why the Hungarians, for all their cavalier attitude toward non-Magyars in the Hungarian crown lands, were the object of wide-spread European liberal support while the Romanian national cause was either ignored or denigrated. Apart from the undeniable success of Magyar propaganda efforts and the failure of revolutionary France to keep its promises, the reality was that the Romanian struggle for national affirmation and survival made it appear to be the de facto partner of the reactionary Habsburgs. In the end, Prof. Bodea observes, the Romanian cause was also constantly being undermined by the ever-fluctuating vagaries of the European political situation in 1848-1849 and a good deal of their efforts (such as Bălcescu’s diplomatic missions) were wasted.35


The concluding section of the book deals with the disappointing new Habsburg constitution of March 1849. For the Romanians, it was again a case of too little, too late and more deception at the hands of the monarch.36 But for Prof. Bodea, the past was also prologue. “In the face of the somber perspectives of the coming absolutist Habsburg government… revolutionary youth of the Romanian Principalities completely abandoned any hope of Habsburg support” for the Romanian national cause.37 The next phase in the Romanian national emergence was about to begin under the auspices of the Romanian emigration.


Her final conclusion was that “The historical circumstances in which the revolution unfolded in all three Romanian lands in 1848 and 1849 did not favor the practical achievement of the planned national unification as thought out and elaborated in its essential lines prior to 1848… The national movement, which through its very nature involved an organic link between ‘nation’ and ‘unitary state’, met… an impasse… but not a capitulation.”38 The basis had been laid for the next step, which was to be the union of the Principalities in 1859.


D. The work of Cornelia Bodea, presented in its general outlines above, has been the project of a lifetime devoted to piecing together the disparate strands, tumultuous events, and kaleidoscopic circumstances involved in the development of the Romanian national movement between 1830 and 1867. It is a scholarly effort that could only have been carried out by a person with superlative intellectual abilities involving the mastery of a myriad of languages and recondite archival materials; a person with endless patience and persistence; and a person with the communication skills to make the complex understandable and comprehensible. For the student of the Romanian nineteenth century, it would be difficult to find an area or corner of modern Romanian history that Cornelia Bodea’s work has not shed some essential and illuminating light on, while for all those wishing to come to grips with Romanian civilization past, present, or future, here is where the story begins.
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